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ABSTRACT 
A Survey of Regular Elementary Classroom Teachers' 
Attitudes Relative to the Mainstreaming Process 
in a Selected Rural Community 
(February 1984) 
Christine Lorraine Fitch, B.A., Bennett College; 
M.A., George Washington University; 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
Directed by : Professor Harvey B. Scribner 
The purpose of this study was to survey the attitudes 
of regular elementary classroom teachers toward special 
needs students who are mainstreamed. Five research 
questions were the focus in ascertaining the information. 
This study sought to: (1) determine if the teachers sampled 
agree with the concept of mainstreaming; (2) to determine 
if the teacher's involvement in the Core Evaluation Team 
(CET) process influenced his/her attitude toward special 
needs students in the class; (3) to determine if prior 
experience with special needs students influenced their 
attitude; (4) to determine if the amount of time spent with 
these students was a factor in their attitude; and (5) to 
determine if availability of auxiliary services influenced 
their sttitude. 
To obtain this information, responders were asked 
to complete a questionnaire developed by the researcher. 
examined for frequency and percentage of 
viii 
Results were 
response with results reported, as positives and negatives. 
Second, computer analysis was utilized for Pearson Product 
Correlation and Crosstabulations. 
Findings of the study showed that (1) the overall 
attitude of regular classroom teachers surveyed was positive 
though sub-questions of the survey instrument produced some 
negative responses; (2) the teacher's involvement in the CET 
process was determined to be positive regarding influence on 
his/her attitude; (3) uncertainty or confusion was found 
relating to the question of prior experience and its in¬ 
fluence on attitude; (4) amount of time spent with special 
needs students was found to foshter negative attitudes; and 
(5) availability of auxiliary services proved to be a 
positive influence on teacher attitudes. 
Variables of grade level taught, educational level, 
teaching experience and age were factors of significance in 
the attitudes expressed by the teachers. More females than 
males composed the sample though a proportionately higher 
percentage of males than females were beyond the Bachelor 
Degree in training. 
"Mainstreaming" is an educational reality and not 
likely to go away (as mandated by P.L. 94-142). The attitude 
of the receiving teacher(s) is a focal point for considera¬ 
tion. It is therefore necessary to continue examining 
attitudes of regular class teachers in whose care special 
needs students are placed. 
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CHAPTER I 
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY 
Introduction 
The primary purpose of this study is to survey attitudes 
of regular elementary classroom teachers toward special 
needs students who are mainstreamed. Secondly, this study 
purports to review literature relative to teacher attitudes 
and their effects on special needs students. With the 
emergence of mainstreaming as a practice and not just an 
idea, regular classroom educators now have the responsi¬ 
bility of accepting exceptional children into their classes. 
Contingent upon the findings of the literature, data 
collected from the respondents, and personal experiences 
of the researcher, recommendations relative to teacher 
attitudes will be made. 
The education of the exceptional child, which was once 
considered the responsibility of the home or other in¬ 
stitutions, is now generally recognized as a function of 
the public school system. Compulsory education laws have 
tended to bring into the schools, children now often 
referred to as special needs students who previously would 
have been regarded as unfit or unable to profit from a 
public school education. Self-contained or segregated 
classes for special needs students began in 1896 in the 
1 
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state of Rhode Island and were considered the first public 
school programs for children labeled educable mentally 
retarded. Since that time the use of the self-contained 
class concept has grown to include other categories of 
special needs students (i.e. emotionally disturbed; 
physically handicapped; gifted; hyperactive; learning 
disabled; or developmentally disabled) and has perpetuated 
the segregation of handicapped students in the public 
schools. Such segregation of special needs students has 
not always proven to be in the best interest of those 
concerned. In a study by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966), 
they showed that labeling and grouping influence attitudes 
and perceptions of student abilities by the student himself 
as well as others. In addition, said labeling and grouping 
also affected actual abilities. Although the use of the 
self-contained class was the first step in providing an 
education for special needs students in the public schools, 
parent demands as well as state and federal legislation now 
dictate that other alternatives in their education be 
utilized. 
Alternatives to the segregated placement of all special 
needs students is the "de facto" integration of special needs 
students into the regular classrooms. Commonly called 
mainstreaming, its goal is to serve special needs students, 
as much as possible, in a regular classroom setting, 
although oftentimes with modifications. Reynolds (1974) 
3 
states that 
Mainstreaming is more than a new way of providing 
special education to handicapped children in the 
schools. It is part of a general movement through¬ 
out the country to end the isolation and neglect of 
exceptional individuals. This movement has been 
growing over the past two decades and it is affecting 
every institution in our society. 
Fundamentally, the movement reflects the democratic 
philosophy that equal access to societal institutions 
and resources is the right of all individuals however 
different from the majority they may be (p. 1) . 
The Delegate Assembly to the 54th Annual Convention of the 
Council for Exceptional Children in 1976 defines main- 
streaming in the following way: 
Mainstreaming is a belief which involves an educational 
placement procedure and process for exceptional 
children based on the conviction that each child 
should be educated in the least restrictive environ¬ 
ment in which his educational and related needs can 
be satisfactorily provided. 
Integrated placement practices came about as a result 
initially of parent demands to a large degree but primarily 
because of court litigation, state legislation as well as 
federal legislation. Some of the historical court cases 
noted for the desegregation of class placement include 
Hobsen vs Hanson (1967); Diana vs State Board of Education 
(1970) ; and Larry P. vs Riles (1972). Summarily: 
Hobsen vs Hanson (1967) struck down the use of 
tracking systems used by the District of Columbia Schools 
and found that IQ tests were culturally biased, thus an 
which to base special class placement. unfair criterion on 
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—--na vs State Board of Education (1970) found that 
Spanish-speaking students could not be classed Mentally 
Retarded on the basis of tests given in English but had to 
be tested in their native language. 
Larry vs Riles (1972) found for the plaintiffs 
essentially that black students not be placed in Educable 
Mentally Retarded classes on the basis of IQ tests that 
were culturally biased. 
Taken together, these legal decisions are more 
significant for the trend they represent than for concrete 
achievement. Examined closely and carefully, it seems 
clear that the courts generally have not denied school 
administrators the right to label some students as mentally 
retarded. The courts merely have objected to the method 
used by these districts to segregate students who were 
not members of the white middle class. Moreover, there 
would not appear to be any permanent injunction against 
separate classes for the mentally retarded as long as the 
testing and assignment process is not biased against 
racial, ethnic, or linguistic groups. 
In the larger sense, however, the legal challenges 
outlined above are part of a general revolt against the 
bureaucratization of the manner in which American society 
deals with those who are "different . 
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It seems clear that this spirit of revolt is generalized 
to many labeled segments of society. Insofar as the 
mentally retarded are concerned, the process is roughly 
comparable to what Thomas Szasz (1970) has called the 
"manufacture of madness" in mental institutions. Mercer 
(1970) has made clear that every step along the road to 
inclusion in special classes is highly suspect. 
Moreover, what the child growing up may have learned 
is largely irrelelvant to those who judge his mental 
capacities once he enters the school system. The courts 
have held repeatedly that the test instruments used were 
culturally biased and could not be used to make a determina¬ 
tion of mental retardation. In so doing, the courts were 
not expressing a legal point as much as they were reaching 
a judgement on the validity of the tests, backed by the 
most expert opinion they could find. It is difficult to 
understand why the school systems involved had to go to 
court to learn a technical educational lesson. 
Also important to the implementation of the main 
streaming practice is state and federal legislation such 
as the Bartley-Dalv Act of 1972 (commonly referred to as 
Chapter 766) and Public Law 94-142, The Education for All 
Handicapped Act of 1975. Chapter 766 was enacted m 
Massachusetts while P.L. 94-142 was legislation enacted 
federally. 
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Chapter 766 is a comprehensive law that strives to: 
Provide an adequate publicly supported education to 
every child resident therein, it is the purpose of 
this act to provide for a flexible and uniform 
system of special education program opportunities for 
all children requiring special education; to provide 
a flexible and non-discriminatory system for 
identifying and evaluating the individual needs of 
children requiring special education; requiring 
evaluation of the needs of the child and adequacy 
of the special education program before placement 
and periodic evaluation of the benefit of the program 
to the child's needs thereafter; and to prevent 
denials of equal educational opportunity on the 
basis of national origin, sex, economic status, race, 
religion, and physical or mental handicap in the 
provision of differential education services 
(Section 1; p. 1). 
The law describes a prototype system that details time 
spent in the regular class by special needs students. 
This prototype can be closely aligned to the Cascade of 
Services System developed by Deno (1970). (See following 
page.) 
Public Law 94-142 mandates that each child be given 
a free appropriate public education in the least restrictive 
setting. The implication being to keep children in the 
mainstream of public education whenever possible. It 
requires teachers to maintain children in regular programs 
to the maximum extent possible in view of handicaps. 
While the extent of mainstreaming is to integrate che 
special needs student into the regular class, the attitudes 
of the teachers involved must not be overlooked. These 
attitudes can mean the difference between the success 
or failure of the students placed in the regular class. 
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»uppleme"tary Instructional 
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'•oitt-patient* 
PROGRAMS 
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FIGURE 1. The cascade system o f special education service. The tapered design indicates the con¬ 
siderable difference in the numbers involved at the different levels and calls attention to the fact 
that the system serves as a diagnostic filter. The most specialized facilities are likely to be needed 
by the fewest children on a long term basis. This organizational model can be applied to develop¬ 
ment of special education services for all types of disability. 
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Thompson (1952) makes clear that the attitudes, 
prejudices, needs, and conflicts which teachers have are 
reflected in their behavior and influence strongly the 
social growth of special needs students. Ojemann and 
Wilkinson (1939), Boynton et al (1934), and Baruch (1945) 
have found a relationship between the personal adjustment 
of teachers and the adjustment of their pupils. Thus it 
becomes clear that teacher attitudes are an important 
factor for the special needs student entering the regular 
classroom. 
With the knowledge that teacher attitudes are 
important factors for successful matriculation to regular 
classes, the question of what an attitude actually is 
arises. Gordon Allport in 1935 observed that attitudes 
are more esily measured than defined but an attempt will 
be made at this time. An attitude, as noted by Sherif 
and Hovland (1961), 
. . . is not directly observable but is inferred 
from the characteristics pattern of the individual's 
reaction to a stimulus item. His characteristic 
pattern of reaction is revealed through some 
degree of acceptance of or preference for the 
stimulus item in question (p. 5) . 
Others have defined an attitude as follows: a mental and 
neural state of readiness, organized through experience, 
exerting a directive and dynamic influence upon the in¬ 
dividual's response to all objects and situations with 
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which it is related (Allport, 1935); position, disposition, 
or manner with regard to a person or thing (Barnhart, 
1968); a multidimensional construct consisting of cognitive, 
affective and connative components (M.B. Smith, 1947); and 
an affect for or against a psychological object (Thurstone, 
1931). Kahn and Weiss (1973) state that 
. . . despite the many ways in which attitudes are 
defined, the communality among the various 
definitions is illustrated by noting that attitudes 
are selectively acquire and integrated through learning 
and experience; that they are enduring dispositions 
indicating response consistency; and that positive 
add negative effect toward social or psychological 
object represents the salient characteristics of an 
attitude (p. 761). 
In accepting Sherif and Hovland's (1961) definition of 
an attitude, it is inferred the object of an attitude is 
placed in a category or class favorable or unfavorable in 
some degree (high or low) , acceptable or unacceptable in 
some degree in the individual's scheme of things. This 
says in essence that the individual chooses one side or 
the other in regard to an issue and is therefore passing 
a judgement. 
In this case, the issue then is the integration of 
special needs students into the regular classroom and 
whether or not the teacher attitudes are favorable or un¬ 
favorable to these students. While no mention is made here 
of how attitudes are formed and what comprises an attitude, 
both of these aspects will be dealt with in the chapter 
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pertaining primarily to the review of the literature. 
That review will also examine studies that are related to 
the favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward special needs 
students in the past. 
Statement of the Problem 
With the move toward mainstreaming, the success of 
any plan of integration of special needs students depends 
to a great extent upon teacher attitudes toward these 
students. Thus, it is important to provide regular class¬ 
room teachers with opportunities designed to enhance 
positive attitudes toward special needs students prior to 
placement. It is now feasible to see how effective the 
practice of mainstreaming is in relation to the attitudes 
of the teachers, especially after determining if there was 
or was not involvement on their part in the placement 
process. 
Purpose of Study 
The primary purpose of this study is to survey 
attitudes of regular elementary classroom teachers towards 
special needs students who are mainstreamed. Secondarily, 
this study purports to present a comprehensive review of 
literature relative to teacher attitudes and their effects 
on special needs students. Contingent upon the findings, 
the researcher will make appropriate recommendations 
relative to teacher attitudes. 
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Significance of the Study and Possible Implications 
It is hoped that this dissertation will contribute 
to the existing body of knowledge in that its forthcoming 
information will point out (1) the importance of teacher 
attitudes in the acceptance of special needs students in 
the regular classroom, (2) the need to examine attitudes 
of regular classroom teachers prior to the placement of 
special needs students in their classes and (3) the methods 
of teaching the utilization of available resources within 
the school to accommodate the special needs students. 
The results of this study may possibly provide 
university-based instructors and public school administrators 
with information that will enable them to structure the 
format, content and delivery of in-service training 
programs and workshops designed to change attitudes of 
regular classroom teachers instructing special needs 
students. The possibility also exists that the information 
resulting from this study will have some impact for 
designers of pre-service training for perspective teachers 
in areas other than education. 
Assumptions 
The researcher feels that with mainstreaming having 
been practiced for a number of years, the regular class¬ 
room elementary teachers have had the opportunity to have 
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special needs students placed in their class. With this 
thought in mind, the following assumptions have been made: 
1* With involvement in the placement process, the 
teacher receives prior knowledge of the requirements of 
the special needs students which allows for appropriate 
programming, thus, creating positive attitudes by the 
teacher toward the student. 
2. With past and/or present interchange with special 
needs students, the experience(s) of the regular classroom 
teacher have been productive thereby, fostering positive 
attitudes. 
3. If there has been no involvement in the place¬ 
ment process for some of the regular classroom teachers, 
there are no foredrawn conclusions in regard to the abilities 
of the special needs students, thereby, allowing for 
development of positive attitudes. 
Questions to the Answered by Study 
1. Do the teachers surveyed agree with the concept 
and practice of mainstreaming? 
2. Does the regular classroom elementary teacher's 
involvement in the Core Evaluation process influence his/her 
attitude toward special needs students in the class? 
3. Does prior experience with special needs students 
influence the teacher's attitude? 
4. Is the amount of time spent with special needs 
the teacher's attitude toward them? 
students a factor in 
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5. Does availability of auxiliary services influence 
the attitude of the regular classroom teacher toward 
special needs students? 
Limitations of Study 
This study is limited to the elementary grades of a 
public school system in rural Western Massachusetts. The 
results of the study must be restricted to the sample 
schools although the data are likely to be instructive to 
all teachers concerned with issues of mainstreaming. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the definitions of 
terms used are as follows: 
Special Needs Students—refers to students who have 
been identified as having some difficulty in developing 
reading, speech and language, perceptual, behavioral, or 
motor skills through the Core Evaluation Process. 
Attitudes--an inferred reaction or response to the 
stimulus item revealed through some degree of acceptance 
of or preference for the stimulus item in question. 
Regular Classroom Teacher--employee of the selected 
school system having met requirements for teacher certifica 
tion who for the most part work with students who have not 
been labeled or identified as special needs students. 
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Mainstreaming the placement of special needs 
students in the least restrictive environment, usually 
the regular classroom, with support service rendered 
when and where necessary. 
Core Evaluation process that evaluates the needs 
of students thought to have special needs that includes 
assessments of the child's current educational status; 
behavior abilities, readiness functioning and achievement; 
health, psychological status; family; and, if necessary, 
assessment by a specialist. 
Positive Attitude--an inferred or expressed reaction 
by regular classrom teachers towards special needs students 
indicating an acdeptance of and willingness to modify 
teaching methods in order to accommodate same within the 
confines of that teacher's classroom. 
Negative Attitude--an inferred or expressed reaction 
by regular classroom teachers towards special needs 
students indicating a rejection of and an unwillingness to 
modify teaching methods in order to accommodate same within 
the confines of that teacher's classroom. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This chapter will review literature relative to 
labeling atypical children, teacher attitudes towards 
special needs children, and the effects of teacher 
attitudes on special needs students. This chapter will 
also review teacher attitudes toward the mainstreaming 
process of special needs children and suggest ways to 
possibly alter negative teacher attitudes toward main¬ 
streamed youth. 
With the emergence of mainstreaming as a practice, 
not merely theory, regular classroom educators now have 
the responsibility of accepting exceptional children into 
their classes. Yet, placing exceptional students in the 
regular class from the segregated self-contained class 
does not necessitate adequate placement for these young¬ 
sters. A primary factor that has great impact on the 
success or failure of a placement from self-contained class 
to regular class is the attitude of the teacher involved. 
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Martin (1974) states: 
I am concerned today, however, that the pell 
mell, and I fear naive, may dash to mainstream 
children, based on our hopes of better things for 
them. I fear we are failing to develop our approach 
to mainstreaming with a full recognition of 
barriers which must be overcome. 
First, is the question of the attitudes, fears, 
anxieties, and possible overt rejection, which 
may face handicapped children, not just from their 
schoolmates, but from the adults in the schools. 
Principals, teachers, and teacher aides, after all, 
are only human. Their attitudes are created by 
their experiences and most have had no formal 
training or experience with the handicapped child. 
If the majority of handicaooed children—the 
mildly and moderately retarded, the children with 
behavior disorders, the children with orthopedic 
difficulties--are to be spending mostor much of 
their time in regular classrooms, there must be 
massive effort to work their regular teachers, 
not to just "instruct them" in the pedagogy of 
special education but to share in the feelings, to 
understand their fears, to provide them with 
assistance and materials and in short, to assure 
their success (pp. 2, 3). 
Christopolos and Renz (1969) are of the opinion that 
special education programs were not initiated in response 
to the needs of exceptional children, but rather as an 
expedient measure to resist a perceived threat to existing 
goals for "normal" children who were being more adequately 
served by regular school programs. Parent movements 
pressured public schools to accept once excluded children, 
hence forcing schools to initiate special education programs 
so as to avoid disturbing the traditional establishment. 
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In the same article, Christopolos and Renz say 
that the adjustment of the exceptional child to the normal 
world is unlikely to occur (1) unless he has frequent and 
familiar interaction with it,- and (2) if lack of intimate 
knowledge about and experience with deviants denies 
normal individuals" the opportunities for social under¬ 
standing which may have the broadest implications for 
understanding human differences. 
In comments on the article by Christopolos and Renz 
(1969), Kauppi (1969) points out that these author are 
concerned with evaluating the basis of special education 
programming in two broad aspects--(1) empirical evidence 
of its effectiveness and (2) philosophical basis for the 
programs. Kauppi states that Christopolos and Renz 
conclude that segregation is neither effective nor 
philosophically defensible in a democratic society. 
Mandate for Change 
Bruininks and Rynders (1971) reveal that the first 
public school education class began in Providence, Rhode 
Island in 1896. Though this was a major first step in 
educating those individuals who were once forgotten 
entities, placement in such a setting was not without its 
price. This price being the labeling and stigmatization 
inherent in such placements. Meyerowitz (1967) showed that 
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students placed in special education classes over an 
extended period of time developed negative self-concepts, 
exhibited significant decreases in achievement levels, 
and manifested deviant behaviors not apparent prior to 
such placement. Lilly (1970) stated that most handicapped 
pupils were not really in need of self-contained classes in 
a special education program, but were more in need of 
supportive services of special education. Dunn (1968) 
felt that special education should ", . . move to fit into 
a changing general education program. . ." (p. 12). He 
further suggested special educators assuming the major 
responsibility for diagnostic teaching centers; that the 
practice of homogeneous grouping by labels be changed; 
that labels and categories be disregarded; and that special 
educators serve as teams, remedial, itinerant, resource 
or diagnostic teachers to encourage slow-moving students 
to remain in regular classes. Reynolds and Balow (1972) 
concur with this concept. They suggest that special 
education teachers should provide resource services to the 
teachers within the school building. 
Still, theory and assumptions were not the impetus 
for change. This force was generated by parents and 
various court actions which in turn produced laws enacted 
in state and federal legislative bodies. Some of the 
historical court cases as well as legislative enactments 
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were discussed in Chapter I. Now with the right to be 
physically present and learning in the same classroom 
environment along with "normal" students, acceptance 
by peers and teachers must be achieved. 
Labeling and Its Effect 
Kirk (1963) popularized the term "learning disa¬ 
bilities" for students who did not fit neatly into 
traditional categories previously utilized for grouping 
of special needs students. The traditional categories 
were seen as being established for the: (1) deaf, 
(2) blind, (3) emotionally distrubed, (4) mentally retarded, 
and (5) orthopedically handicapped (Chalfant and 
Scheffelin, 1969). Therefore persons being labeled 
"learning disabled were felt to have disorders in language 
and speech development, reading, and associated communica¬ 
tion skills needed for social interaction and not belonging 
to the traditional categories. 
Though use of categories and labels with special 
needs students can present negative, stigmatizing 
connotations, positive designations can be derived from 
said labels or categories. The problem lies in one's 
inability to view persons having been labeled beyond the 
scope of the given label. Use of labels can be beneficial 
in that they allow teachers to better (1) identify 
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students experiencing difficulty in the classroom, 
(2) understand the problems they are confronted with, 
(3) program to meet the needs of the students, and 
(4) provide the additional services and resources called 
for. Gallagher (1972) gives several advantages of labeling 
which include support for the following: (1) improved 
social and rehabilitation services, (2) funding for 
research and research application, and (3) funding for 
training programs. Still, more studies have pointed out 
the negative aspects associated with labeling. 
There is evidence in a study of Rosenthal and 
Jacobson (1966) that grouping and labeling not only 
influence attitudes and perceptions of student abilities 
by the student himself and others, but also affects the 
actual abilities. In the same article Rosenthal and 
Jacobson go on to suggest that handicapped children be 
considered in terms of their behaviors rather than 
classified exceptionalities, thus limiting segregated 
classes based on anything other than specific educational 
goals. This tends to say that handicapped children should 
be dealt with in accordance with their actions or behaviors 
rather than some label that has been given to them. Though 
this suggests that segregated classes would find themselves 
with little or no need for existence, this would not be 
true for persons with the most severe handicapping 
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conditions both for self-contained classes and main- 
streaming situations. 
Similarly, studies by Combs and Harper (1967), 
Beez (1968) , and Jones (1972) suggested that negative 
designations of labels influenced teaching attitudes and 
behaviors thereby reducing teacher expectations of special 
needs students. Meyerowitz (1967) found the labeling of 
students unfavorably affected the attitudes of peer groups 
toward special needs students. Other students concur with 
these findings. Knoblock (1973) generalized that any 
learning environment is incomplete if the needs and concerns 
of the teachers as well as students are valued and re¬ 
sponded to. 
Teacher Attitudes and Mainstreaming 
According to Krech, Cruthfield and Ballachey (1962), 
there are many different defintions of attitudes and that 
most definitions include three aspects. These aspects 
included: (1) a cognitive aspect, (2) an affective aspect, 
and (3) a behavioral aspect. The third aspect (behavioral) 
can be detrimental in the mainstreaming effort. The 
expectations and perceptions of the teacher can be the 
determiner of success or failure for the student. As 
stated earlier, the study by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966) 
points out that this is indeed the case. The expectations 
relating to performance becomes the self-fulfilling prophecy. 
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In recent years, many studies of attitudes toward 
exceptional children have been conducted. Yet, in nearly 
all the instances, these studies have concerned attitudes 
toward specific exceptionalities. Thus, there are studies 
of attitudes toward the mentally retarded (Guskin, 1963), 
the orthopedically disabled (Billings, 1963; Jones and 
Sisk, 1967), the deaf (Horowitz and Rees, 1962), and 
other exceptionalities. Jones (1974) states that there is 
a common set of attitudes toward the disabled which cuts 
across categories of disability and interpersonal 
situations. Many studies done produced results of 
negative attitudes on the part of regular classroom 
teachers. Those results pointed out many reasons for 
such responses. Some of the reasons are to follow. 
Fear that classrooms will be disrupted accounts 
for the resistance of regular class teachers to main¬ 
streamed students according to Shotel, Iano, and 
McGettigan (1972). Martin (1976) suggests that teachers 
feelings that they lack the skills to teach handicapped 
students without additional training can create concern 
regarding mainstreaming. MacMillan, Meyers and Hoshida 
(1978) reported that even when children are being maintained 
in regular classes, teachers perceived them to be well 
below the class average in academic achievement and social 
acceptance. Similarly, other studies show the same 
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findings. The reasons may vary but the results are the 
same; regular classroom teachers generally have negative 
attitudes towards mainstreaming. 
To alter these negative attitudes, changes must 
occur. Some suggestions to work toward creating change 
could include but not be limited to providing positive 
direct contact and making in-service courses more specific 
and less broad based. Several researchers are in agree¬ 
ment with these concepts. Donaldson and Martinson (1977) 
and Reid, Reid, Whorton and Reichard (1972) showed that 
teacher training programs should incorporate a practice of 
immediate and intensive contact with a variety of handi¬ 
capped children. In addition, Proshansky (1966) provides 
conditions under which direct contact will lead to positive 
attitudes. Those conditions include equal-status 
(functional equals) and cooperative engagement in pursuit 
of common objectives. Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey 
(1962) suggests that attitude change occurs through 
exposure to additional information and direct experience 
with the object of the attitude. Kraft (1973) and Payne 
and Murray (1974) found that lack of experience in the 
area of special education was a major contributor to 
negative attitudes. Similarly, Lane (1976) showed that 
a background in special education helped alleviate 
stereotypes or prejudices toward exceptional children. 
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Colleges must work more toward strengthing their 
teacher training programs, both at the pre-service and 
in-service levels. Byford (1979, p. 24) feels that, 
"widespread attempts are not being made at the under¬ 
graduate, graduate or in-service levels for training or 
retraining regular classroom teachers" in the instruction 
of exceptional students. A study was conducted by Alberts, 
Castricone, and Cohen (1978) to determine what regular 
class teachers believe to be concerns, instructional 
strengths and weaknesses, and training needs associated 
with mainstraming. They found that teachers do not find 
survey courses to be helpful as they are too broad and 
lacking in specific knowledge and skills that the teachers 
viewed as important. Johnson and Cartwright (1979) 
conducted research to determine whether information about 
and experience with the handicapped would improve 
prospective regular education teachers' attitudes toward 
and knowledge about mainstreaming. They found that 
attitudes toward mainstreaming significantly improve as 
a result of (1) information about the handicapped only or 
(2) a combination of information about and experience 
with the handicapped. A recent review (Alexander and 
Strain, 1978) suggests that considerable research and 
development are needed regarding ways to improve the 
involvement of regular educators in mainstreaming. 
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The conclusion of most educators, as reviewed in 
the literature, is that for mainstreaming to succeed, 
the training and retraining of regular teachers should 
be given top priority. Once training and retraining of 
teachers is accomplished, the research makes it clear 
that it is reasonable to believe that both regular and 
special education will become more responsive to the needs 
of all students--not just those with special needs. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This chapter presents the methodology employed to 
collect data on elementary teacher attitudes toward 
mainstreaming. For this purpose, five research questions 
were to be answered and are as follows: 
1. Do the teachers surveyed agree with the concept 
and practice of mainstreaming? 
2. Does the regular classroom elementary teacher's 
involvement in the Core Evluation process 
influence his/her attitude toward special needs 
students in the class? 
3. Does prior experience with special needs 
students influence the teacher's attitude? 
4. Is the amount of time spent with special needs 
students a factor in the teacher's attitude 
toward them? 
5. Does availability of auxiliary services 
influence the attitude of the regular class¬ 
room teacher toward special needs students? 
In addition, the chapter will present information relevant 
to the population sampled, the design of study, the 
instrument used, as well as response mode and content 
validity. 
With mainstreaming being practiced in public 
schools today, the success of any plan of integration of 
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special needs students depends to a great extent upon 
teacher attitudes towards these students. For this 
reason, examination of the regular classroom teacher's 
attitudes toward mainstreaming is crucial. The researcher 
purported to address this issue by sampling a group of 
regular elementary teachers having special needs students 
in their classes to determine their attitudes. This was 
done through a survey, Fitch Attitudinal Survey (FAS), 
developed by the researcher. Awareness of teacher attitudes 
towards special needs students surfaced during the 
researcher's experience while teaching in public schools. 
Statements such as, ". . . how do you stand it in that 
class every day"; "you really shouldn't expect too much 
from any of your students because they are, after all, 
retarded"; "he'll never be able to get a job, let alone 
keep it" were the norm with the regular class teachers. 
Negative statements such as these reflected the attitude 
toward any handicapping conditions by these persons. The 
researcher felt that this was likely to be the case in 
most places. It was discovered for the most part that 
said persons had little or no involvement with special 
needs students and that no attempt to acquire knowledge 
in this area had been undertaken. The advent of main- 
streaming makes it imperative that such negative factors 
and/or attitudes be changed if not eliminated. 
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Design of Study 
The design of this study is descriptive. Descriptive 
research as defined by Lehmann and Mehrens (1971, p. 95) 
. .is concerned with determining the nature and degree 
of existing conditions". Information was obtained by way 
of a questionnaire given to regular classroom teachers in 
the Greenfield, Massachusetts School System. The 
questionnaire, Fitch Attitudinal Survey, purported to 
determine the following: (a) if the teachers agreed with 
the concept and practice of mainstreaming; (b) if the 
teacher's involvement in the Core Evaluation process was 
influential in his/her attitude; (c) if prior experience 
with special needs students influenced the teacher's 
attitude; (d) if time spent with special needs students 
was a factor in their attitude; and (e) if the availability 
of auxiliary services was influential to their attitudes. 
Questionnaire vs Interview 
Data gathering can be accomplished through use of 
several techniques (i.e., observation, interviews, and 
questionnaires). Though each technique has its advantages 
and disadvantages, the researcher chose to use the 
questionnaire for this study. Advantages of the question¬ 
naire as discussed by Kerlinger (1964) include uniformity 
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of stimulus and promotion of honesty and frankness with 
anonymity. In addition, questionnaires can be administered 
to large numbers of people at the same time. 
Disadvantages of questionnaires as presented by 
Kerlinger (1964) include the low percentage of returns 
and completions of the instrument used (especially when 
mailed). Also questionnaires do not necessarily provide 
the uniformity thought to have been presented. Inter¬ 
pretation of the intended meaning can vary from person to 
person. Finally, Kerlinger (1964) states that if open 
items are used, the responder may object to writing 
answers either because they dislike doing so or have trouble 
expressing themselves in that form. 
The interview, which can be viewed as an oral 
questionnaire, has its major strength in the flexibility 
it presents in gaining clarification of responses given. 
The major disadvantage of this technique according to 
Kerlinger (1964) is the time involved. In addition, 
Lehmann and Mehrens (1971) feel that interaction between 
the interviewer and interviewee can present undesirable 
results. 
The decision to use the questionnaire was made 
with the advantages and disadvantages of each technique 
in mind. In addition, the response of the field test 
sample stating preference for the questionnaire over an 
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interview was a determiner. In the view of the field 
test group, time necessary for an interview was considered 
an important factor in a teacher's participation. 
Methodology 
After having examined several attitudinal scales 
(Rucker-Gable Educational Programming Scale, Classroom 
Integration Inventory-Teacher Acceptance, Attitudes Toward 
Education Scale, and Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons 
Scale, it was determined by the researcher that they did 
not deal with the areas mentioned previously under design 
of study. Questions were then formulated to do so and 
the Fitch Attitudinal Survey (FAS) was developed (see 
Appendix). 
At the outset, the researcher had intended to use 
the FAS and follow up with an interview of regular 
elementary teachers to determine the attitudes toward 
mainstreaming. However, through discussion of the FAS 
with several regular elementary teachers in the Springfield 
School System, the researcher decided to forego the inter¬ 
view for the following reasons: (a) the teachers preferred 
anonymity and (b) they felt that a questionnaire followed 
up with an interview or an interview by itself would be 
too time consuming. 
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The Fitch Attitudinal Survey was field tested with 
teachers from the Springfield School System on a voluntary 
basis after which revisions were made. Revisions included 
addition of questions meant to solicit clarifiers for 
responses given (i.e. if you answered yes, please explain; 
was attitude towards special needs students influenced by 
lack of involvement in Core Evaluation process; were you 
pleased with your involvement in the Core Evaluation 
process; do you enjoy teaching classes that include special 
needs students; and did you previously teach another grade 
level where you had special needs students in the class). 
In addition, certain deletions were made. They included 
the following: (a) if you have an advanced degree, what 
is your major; (b) if any of your teaching experience 
was outside the Commonwealth, was mainstraming practiced, 
(c) in what area(s) are you certified; (d) with the in¬ 
clusion of special needs students in your class, who 
benefits from the experience; and (e) if response given 
in preceeding question, how does the person benefit 
most. In deleting question (d) and (e) above, the 
researcher felt that clarifying responses called for in 
answering other questions would address those areas. 
Other revisions in the instrument used were handled by 
changing the wording of the questions posed (i.e. change 
of verb from did to should; years teaching m the 
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Commonwealth changed to years teaching special needs 
students; and a more specific response choice given— 
required/non-required participation, active/passive 
changed to three (3) specific responses). 
Letters of request for permission to conduct the 
survey were sent May 4, 1981, to several school systems 
(Amherst, Greenfield, Northampton, Springfield, and West 
Springfield [see Appendix C]). Permission was sought to 
conduct research with regular elementary teachers having 
special needs students in their classes. Response allowing 
research to be conducted was received from the Greenfield 
School System on May 18, 1981 (see Appendix D) . Springfield 
schools responded via telephone and was followed up with a 
meeting but the response was negative. Reasons given for 
not allowing the research to be conducted were time 
constraints because of the administration's involvement in 
contract negotiations; that mandatory clearance from 
teacher's union representatives needed but representatives 
were involved in the contract negotiations; and school 
closings for the year were rapidly approaching. Responses 
were not received from the other school systems to which 
inquiries were made. Researcher subsequently placed phone 
calls to school systems not having responded to the written 
request. Response given at those times was that permission 
was not being given to conduct research in the school 
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system until further notice. 
Distribution of the questionnaire in Greenfield was 
conducted by the three (3) supervising elementary principals 
in the school system. Though there were seven elementary 
schools, three principals had the responsibility of 
supervising teaching staffs of no less than two sites 
each. Consequently, sample groups were established 
according to the school system's groupings by principals. 
For this study, the researcher labeled the groups A, B, and 
C according to the pattern of school designation 
established by the school system. Questionnaires were 
both delivered to and retrieved from the supervising 
principals and were completed by those teachers who 
volunteered to participate. 
Field Test 
The field test of the Fitch Attitudinal Survey was 
completed by a group of ten (10) volunteer regular class¬ 
room elementary teachers in the Springfield, Massachusetts 
School System. The ten teachers were asked to rate the 
scale according to the following: (a) the amount of time 
required to complete the survey (i.e. whether or not it 
was too long or too short as well as actual amount of time 
taken); (b) what questions, if any, should be added or 
deleted; (c) if survey directions and questions were 
clear; (d) if they required researcher to be present when 
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completing survey; and (e) preference for interview or 
questionnaire. The format used in obtaining the afore¬ 
mentioned responses was a cover sheet attached to the 
survey (see Appendix). There was 100% agreement among the 
group that the survey was acceptable as presented. Among 
the group, preference was stated for the questionnaire 
over an interview. The average time for completion was 
twenty-five (25) minutes with the responders indicating 
that the time taken was either too long or too short. 
No need was expressed for addition or deletion of questions. 
Though the ten teachers felt that directions and questions 
were clear, the researcher revised the Fitch Attitudinal 
Survey to include questions to better elicit clarification 
of responses chosen in questions nine (9), twelve (12) , 
fourteen (14), and sixteen (16) of the instrument (see 
Design of Study). Thus, the responses were thought to 
give the researcher further confirmation of the teacher's 
attitudes (whether positive or negative). 
Population 
The potential population for this study, as drawn 
from the information under methodology, consisted of 
sixty-five (65) regular elementary classroom teachers of 
the Greenfield School System. The system is located in 
rural Western Massachusetts. Questionnaires were distributed 
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to the supervising principals for each of the 65 regular 
elementary teachers. Of the sixty-five submitted for 
distribution, forty-seven were returned for a response 
rate of 72%. It is important to note that five (5) 
surveys were returned with no responses, hence, those five 
were discarded and not considered in the analysis of data. 
Therefore, forty-two responders comprise the sample for 
consideration with a response rate of 65% of all regular 
elementary teachers of the Greenfield system. 
Sample 
The sample to be considered consisted of thirty- 
two (32) white females (76.1% of the responders), nine (9) 
white males (21.4% of the responders), and one person 
who chose not to respond to age, sex or ethnic origin. 
The median age range for persons responding was between 
30-45 years of age. Educational levels ranged from 
holders of the Bachelor Degree to those working on 
Certificates of Advanced Graduate Study (CAGS). The 
breakdown was as follows: 48% earned Bachelor's; 19s 
working toward Master's; 14% earned Master's; and 19* 
working toward CAGS. 
In response to the question, What is your Bachelor s 
Degree major?. 79% of the responders had majors m 
education while 21% had majors in other areas (Political 
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Science, Religion, Sociology and. English). Response 
indicated that slightly more than half of the sample (52%) 
were either enrolled in or had taken special education 
in-service courses with in 2-5 years. The remaining 
persons either did not respond (16 persons or 38% of total) 
or had taken non-related special education courses (4 
persons or 10% of total) . None of the responders indicated 
having special needs students in their families but 
slightly more than half (52%) indicated knowing special 
needs students in their neighborhood. 
At the time the survey was conducted, integration 
of special needs students into regular classes was taking 
place. All but one teacher had had special needs students 
in their classes while only two teachers presently did not 
have special needs students. The ratio of special needs 
students to regular students was not established with the 
instrument used. Teachers were not questioned regarding 
the principals attitude toward mainstreaming. 
It was found that 88% of the responders (37) held 
permanent teaching status. While overall teaching 
experience showed per sons being in each of the groupings 
available for years of teaching (i.e. 0-1 year, 1-5 years, 
5-10 years and up to 30 years or more), more persons (13 
or 30.7%) were within the 5-10 year range. The lower and 
of experience (0—1 and 30 years higher ranges of years 
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or more) had two persons each. Teaching experience with 
special needs students showed that more persons (14 or 
33.3%) were within the range of 1-5 years. However, no 
person was found in the response category of 30 years or 
more who had taught special needs students. Grade levels 
among the sample showed that slightly more persons (16 or 
38%) were teaching grades 4-6 and 15 or 36% taught 1-3. 
The remaining teachers taught Kindergarten (6 or 14%) and 
Ungraded regular classes (5 or 12%) . Complete breakdowns 
of responses for the total sample and Groups A, B, and C 
can be found in Tables 1 and 2 (pp. 46 and 49 ). 
Instrument 
The Fitch Attitudinal Survey was divided into two 
parts (see Appendix F) . Part One, Demographic Information, 
consisted offourteen (14) questions that solicited data 
related to the individual responders. 
Part Two of the survey consisted of twenty-five (25) 
questions meant to deteramine (a) teacher attitudes toward 
mainstreaming (questions 9-17 and 20); (b) involvement in 
the Core Evaluation process and its influence on attitude 
(questions 3-8); (c) influence of prior experience with 
special needs students on attitude (questions 1 and 2 
resonses of questions 11-17 will be combined with 1 and 2 
for analysis); (d) time as a factor on attitude (questions 
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18, 19 and 25); and (e) influence of availability of 
auxiliary services on teacher attitudes (questions 21-24) 
Key words (Special Needs Students, Mainstreaming, and Core 
Evaluation) were defined as they related to this study. 
Response Mode 
The response mode for this survey included the 
following: (a) Likert Response; (b) Multiple Choice; 
(c) Yes/No, and (d) Written Response. Questions relating 
to each response mode were (a) Likert—questions 9, 18-20; 
(b) Multiple Choice—questions 4, 21, 22, and 25; (c) Yes/ 
No— questions 1-3, 5-8, 11-14, 16, 23, and 24; and 
(d) Written Responses--questions 10, 13, 15, and 17. 
Criteria for Determining Positives and Negatives 
Prior to distributing the field test and final 
edition of the Fitch Attitudinal Survey (FAS), the 
researcher deemed it necessary to establish a response code 
for determining positive/negative responses for each of 
the questions in Part II of the FAS (see Appendix G). 
Certain questions (i.e. 10, 13, 15, and 17) called 
for responders to explain answers given for the questions 
that preceeded them (i.e. Do you agree with mainstreaming?, 
Should number of regular students decrease for each special 
needs student assigned?, Would you object to removal of 
special needs students?, and Would you object to having 
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more special needs students?). Responses given were in 
relation to the teacher's attitude toward mainstreaming. 
Those responses that were considered positive and in 
suport of mainstreaming included but were not limited to 
the following: provides normal role models, it has the 
responsibility and capability to enhance postive self- 
image/self-concept, provides an atmosphere where all 
persons benefit, provides exposure to the differences in 
mankind to all, and provides a setting that allows one to 
enjoy working with special needs students. 
Likewise, negative responses were determined when 
answers were anti-mainstreaming. Responses that were 
considered negative included but were not limited to the 
following: normal students were shortchanged, more 
attention is needed for the special needs students, time 
and energy are diverted from the normal students, more 
individualization is needed, and planning and preparation 
take more time. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
The information for this study was obtained through 
a questionnaire, Fitch Attitudinal Survey (FAS—see 
Appendix F) . The instrument, FAS, developed by the re¬ 
searcher, was field tested and refined prior to being 
administered to the population used in the study. Due to 
the uncontrolled conditions employed for data collection 
and the limited purpose of the questionnaire, statistical 
analysis of the data was minimal. The data and analysis 
will however, be presented in descriptive form. The 
researcher did not want to report or draw conclusions from 
in-depth statistical analysis that would have been mis¬ 
leading or beyond the scope of the instrument used. 
Though there was not a selection choice of "no response" 
for any of the questions of the survey instrument, there 
were persons who did not respond in some instances. The 
lack of responses will be described in the section labeled 
"Discussion" later in the chapter. 
At the time the survey was conducted, integration 
of special needs students was taking place. All references 
40 
41 
to grade level taught (i.e. Kindergarten, 1-3, 4-6, and 
Ungraded classes) relate to the regular classroom situa¬ 
tion and not segregated classes for special needs students. 
The ratio of special needs students to regular students 
was not established with the instrument used. Teachers 
were not questioned regarding the principals' attitudes 
toward mainstreaming or the role he/she played in the 
mainstreaming process. There was no determination made 
as to handicapping conditions (i.e. retardation, cerebral 
palsy, hearing impairment, spina bifida, etc.) of students 
who were mainstreamed or the degree of the handicapping 
conditions. It is therefore conceivable that any number 
of handicapping conditions were being accommodated within 
the schociL system sampled. The FAS did not establish the 
basis on which referrals were made nor did it establish 
placement procedures and designations after a Core Evalua¬ 
tion. The absence of the aforementioned information 
(i.e. ratio of students, principals' attitudes, handicapping 
conditions or the degree of those conditions, basis for 
referrals, etc.) further limits the study than previously 
stated in Chapter One. The additional limitations will be 
discussed in Chapter Five, conclusions and recommendations. 
Analysis 
The analysis of data for this study was handled in 
First, the researcher hand scored individual two ways. 
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questionnaires to determine frequencies and percentages 
of responses. Second, computer analysis was utilized for 
Pearson Correlation and Contingency Tables. The 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS—Nie, et 
al» r 1982) programming was used for computer analysis. 
Data from the survey were grouped into categories 
in accordance with the research questions to be answered 
in determining the relationship between variables and to 
determine if the results obtained were by chance. The 
categories created were experience, involvement, resources, 
influence and attitudes. To determine relationships if 
the teachers involvement in the Core Evaluation process 
influenced his/her attitude towards special needs students 
in the class (research question 2), crosstabulations were 
done using the variables of the categories "involvement" 
and "influence" by the variables of the "attitude" category. 
In testing to see if relationships were evident in de¬ 
termining whether or not prior experience with special 
needs students influenced the teacher's attitude (research 
question 3), crosstabulations were done using the variables 
of the "experience" category by the variables of the 
"attitude" category. Research question 4, Is the amount 
of time spent with special needs students a factor in the 
teacher's attitude toward them", used the "attitude" 
category variable of time crosstabulated with the category 
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variables of "experience", "resources", "involvement", 
and influence" to determine relationships. Research 
question 5, Does availability of auxiliary services 
influence the attitude of the regular classroom teacher 
toward special needs students?, crosstabulations were done 
using the variables of the "resource" category by the 
variables of the category labeled "attitude". In addition, 
the correlation of these categories ("resources" with 
"attitude") was done using Pearson Product Moment 
Correlation. 
The variables in each of the five categories were 
taken from the survey instrument. The category of 
"experience" included the following variables from the 
survey instrument: (1) Are there special needs students 
in your family?, (2) Do you know special needs students in 
your neighborhood?, (3) How many years teaching experience 
do you have?, and (4) How much of your teaching experience 
has been with special needs students?. Each of the above 
variables was taken from Part I of the Fitch Attitudinal 
Survey. The remaining categories (i.e. "involvement", 
"resources", "influence", and "attitudes") were established 
from Part II of the FAS. 
The category "involvement" comprised the following 
variables or questions: (1) Were you involved in the 
Core Evaluation process for each special needs student in 
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your class prior to his/her placement?, (2) If you 
answered yes to question three, to what extent were you 
involved?, and (3) Were you pleased with your involvement 
in the CET process? 
The category "influence" had but one variable or 
question. That question was as follows: Was your attitude 
towards special needs students influenced by your involve¬ 
ment in the Core Evaluation Team process?. 
The "resource" category included the following 
variables or questions from the survey: (1) Which of the 
auxiliary services are available to you in your schools?, 
and (2) Which of the auxiliary services were made avail¬ 
able solely because of special needs students in your 
class?. 
The "attitude" category consisted of the following 
eleven (11) variables or questions from the survey in¬ 
strument: (1) Do you agree with the concept and practice 
of mainstreaming?, (2) Do you enjoy teaching classes that 
include special needs students?, (2) Should the number of 
regular students in your class decrease for each special 
needs student that you are now assigned?, (4) Would you 
object to having more special needs students placed in 
your class?, (5) Would you object to having special needs 
students removed from your class?, (6) In the course of 
your daily routine, how is your time spent with your 
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students?, (7) Of the amount of time you do spend with 
special needs students in your class, do you feel that 
you spend - (a selected response completes the 
question)?, (8) Does the inclusion of special needs 
students in your class provide a challenge for you?, 
(9) Does utilization of auxiliary services for the special 
needs students in your class make it easier for you to 
meet your teaching responsibility?, (1) Do you feel the 
need for In-Service courses or programs that will help 
you accommodate special needs students in your class?, 
and (11) On the average, how much time do you spend with 
special needs students per day?. 
The analysis of each of the reserarch questions 
follow. Each question will be discussed separately. 
Summary of Demographic Data--Tables 1 and 2 represent a 
summary of the demographic information sought in part one 
of the Fitch Attitudinal Survey. Table 1 lists the 
information on the total population giving response 
category, frequencies, and percentages. Table 2 further 
analyses the information by groups within the population. 
Ninety-three percent (93%) of the respondents were 
Caucasian. Other ethnic origins were not determined. The 
remaining responders did not indicate their ethnic origin. 
The majority of the responders (76.1%) were female and the 
was between 30-45 years of age. Educa- median age range 
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TABLE 1 
Summary of Demographic Information for Total Sample 
Variable Response 
Category 
Frequency Percentage 
Female 32 76 1 
Sex (1) Male 9 21.4 
No response 1 2.3 
20-25 years 3 7.0 
25-30 years 7 17.0 
30-35 years 5 12.0 
35-40 years 6 14.0 
Age (2) 40-45 years 5 12.0 
45-50 years 7 17.0 
50-55 years 4 10.0 
55-50 years 3 7.0 
60 years-over 1 2.0 
No response 1 2.0 
Afro-American 0 0.0 
Caucasian 39 93.0 
Ethnic Origin (3) Hispanic 0 0.0 
Other 1 2.0 
No response 2 5.0 
IN t: t; Li O 
Students in 
Family (4) 
Yes 
No 
6 
36 
14.0 
86.0 
Know Special Yes 22 52.0 
Needs students No 20 48.0 
in neighborhood 
(5) 
Bachelors 20 48.0 
Between Bachelors 
and Masters 8 19.0 
Masters 6 14.0 
Between Masters 
and CAGS 8 19.0 
Beyond CAGS 0 0.0 
Educational 
Background (6) 
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Table 1 (Continued) 
Variable Response Frequency 
Category 
Percentage 
Education 33 7 9.0 
Other 
Degree Major (7) (Political q 
Science, Math. z ± . u 
Religion, 
Sociology, 
English) 
Currently 6 14.0 
In-service/ 6 months ago 10 24.0 
Special Education 1 year ago 8 19.0 
Courses—When 1-2 years ago 3 7.0 
taken (8) 2-5 years ago 8 19.0 
Never taken one 3 7.0 
No response 4 10.0 
Special Educ./ 
In-service 
courses 22 52.0 
Courses Taken (9) In-service (non- 
special educ. 
related 4 10.0 
No response 16 38.0 
Permanent 37 88.0 
Teaching Status Permanent 
(10) Substitute 1 2.0 
Other (non- 
tenured; reading; 
tutor; laid-off) 4 10.0 
0-1 years 2 4.7 
1-5 years 5 11.0 
5-10 years 13 30.7 
Teaching 10-15 years 7 16.6 
Experience (11) 15-20 years 5 11.9 
20-25 years 4 9.5 
25-30 years 4 9.5 
30 years or more 2 4.7 
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Table 1 (Continued) 
Variable Response 
Category 
Frequency Percentage 
0-1 years 6 14.2 
1-5 years 14 33.3 
5-10 years 9 21.4 
Teaching Experience 10-15 years 7 16.6 
with Special Needs 15-20 years 3 7.1 
Students (12) 20-25 years 1 2.3 
25-30 years 1 2.3 
30 years 
or more 
0 0.0 
No response 1 2.3 
Kindergarten 6 14.0 
1-3 15 36.0 
Present Grade 4-6 16 38.0 
Level (13) Combination 0 0.0 
Ungraded 5 12.0 
Special 0 0.0 
Previous Grade 
Level Taught 
with Special Needs 
Students in the 
Class (14) 
No 18 43.0 
Yes 24 57.0 
Kindergarten 5 20.8 
1-3 7 29.1 
4-6 6 25.0 
Combination 2 8.3 
Ungraded 4 16.6 
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TABLE 2 
Demographic Information by Groups 
Variable Response Group A 
Category 
Group B Group C 
Male 2 6 1 
1 3 
Sex (1) Female 11 8 
No response 1 0 0 
20-25 years 1 1 1 
25-30 years 2 4 1 
30-35 years 2 2 1 
Age (2) 35-40 years 2 3 1 
40-45 years 0 2 3 
45-50 years 3 1 3 
50-55 years 2 0 2 
55-60 years 1 0 2 
60 years and over 0 1 0 
No response 1 0 0 
Afro-American 0 0 0 
Ethnic Caucasian 13 12 14 
Origin 
(3) 
Hispanic 
Other (not listed) 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
No response 1 1 0 
Special 
Needs Yes 0 2 4 
Students 
in Family 
No 14 12 10 
(4) 
Know Spec¬ 
ial Needs Yes 9 5 8 
Students 
in Neigh¬ 
borhood 
No 5 9 6 
(5) 
Educational 
Bachelors 
Between Bachelors 
7 6 7 
Background and Masters 3 3 2 
(6) Masters 1 2 3 
Between Masters 
and CAGS 3 3 2 
0 Beyond CAGS 0 0 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
Variable Response 
Category 
Group A Group B Group C 
Education 11 12 10 
Degree 
Major 
(7) 
Other 
(Political 
Science, Math 
Religion, 
Sociology, 
English) 
3 2 4 
In-service Currently enrolled 5 0 1 
Special 6 months ago 7 2 1 
Education 1 year ago 1 3 4 
Course - 1-2 years ago 0 2 1 
When taken 2-5 years ago 0 4 4 
(8) Never taken one 1 0 2 
No response 0 3 1 
Courses 
taken 
(9) 
Special Education/ 
In-service courses 
In-service (Non- 
Special Educa- 
9 6 7 
tion related) 2 1 1 
No response 3 7 6 
Permanent 13 12 12 
Teaching 
Status 
(10) 
Permanent Substitute 0 1 0 
Other (non-tenured, 
laid off, reading, 
tutor) 1 1 2 
Teaching 
Experience 
(ID 
0-1 years 
1-5 years 
5-10 years 
10-15 years 
15-20 years 
20-25 years 
25-30 years 
30 years or 
0 
2 
4 
3 
2 
1 
2 
more 0 
1 
2 
4 
2 
2 
2 
0 
1 
1 
1 
5 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
Variable Response 
Category 
Group A Group B Group C 
Teaching 0-1 years 0 2 4 
experience 1-5 years 6 6 2 
with Spec- 5-10 years 2 2 5 
ial needs 10-15 years 4 2 1 
students 15-20 years 1 2 0 
(12) 20-25 years 0 0 1 
25-30 years 0 0 1 
30 years or more 0 0 0 
No response 1 0 0 
Kindergarten 3 1 2 
Present 1-3 5 4 6 
Grade 4-6 5 7 4 
Level Combination 0 0 0 
(13) Ungraded 1 2 2 
Special 0 0 0 
No 6 8 4 
Previous Yes 8 6 10 
Grade Kindergarten 0 3 2 
Level 1-3 3 1 3 
Taught with 4-6 3 0 3 
Special Combination 0 2 0 
Needs Ungraded 2 0 2 
Students 
in class 
(14) 
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tional levels among the responders ranged from holders 
of the Bachelor's Degree to those working on Certificates 
of Advanced Graduate Study (CAGS). The breakdown was as 
follows: 48* had an earned Bachelor's; 19% were working 
towards Master s; 14% had an earned Master's; and 19% 
were working toward the CAGS. The major program of study 
in earning the Bachelor Degree was education for 79% of the 
responders while other areas included Political Science, 
Math, Religion, Sociology, and English. Eighty-four per¬ 
cent (84%) were enrolled in (or had taken within 2-5 years) 
some type of In-Service training. Fifty-two percent (52%) 
of the 84% that were enrolled in In-Service were in some 
form of Special Education course. The majority (88%) of 
the responders held permanent teaching status. 
Overall teaching experience showed that more 
teachers (30.9% of the responders) were in the 5-10 years 
range. Thirty-three point three percent (33.3%) of the 
responders were found in the 1-5 years range of teaching 
experience with special needs students. Only two responders 
indicated having had no experience teaching special needs 
students. 
The majority of the respondents were teaching 
grades 4-6 and 1-3 (38% and 36% respectively). The numbers 
teaching Kindergarten and Ungraded classes were 14% and 
12% respectively. Slightly more than half (57%) indicated 
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they had previously taught at some other grade level. 
Eighty-six percent (86%) of the responders indicated having 
no special needs students in their families while 52% 
indicated knowing special needs students in their 
neighborhoods. 
Summary of Data from Research Question 1: Do teachers 
surveyed agree with the concept and practice of main- 
streaming? Research question 1 contrained ten (10) 
variables. The main variable to answer the research 
question was, "Do you agree with the concept and practice 
of mainstreaming?." Likert responses were listed for 
selection choice (i.e. strongly agree, agree, neutral, 
disagree, strongly disagree). Nine other variables were 
used as sub-questions or qualifiers to further determine 
accuracy of response given for the question listed above. 
Four of the nine sub-questions called for the responders 
to explain selections chosen from questions that preceeded. 
The remaining sub-questions were as follows: (1) Do you 
enjoy teaching classes that include special needs 
students?; (2) Should the number of regular students in 
your class decrease for each special needs student that 
you are now assigned?; (3) Would you object to having 
more special needs students placed in your class?; 
(4) Would you object to having special needs students 
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removed from your class?; and (5) Does the inclusion of 
special needs students in your class provide a challenge 
for you?, 
Table 3 indicates the responses, frequencies and 
percentages to these questions by total sample and group 
breakdown for each question. Slightly more than half of 
the responders (57%) indicated on the major question that 
they agree (have positive attitudes) with the concept 
and practice of mainstreaming. 
In examining the responses of the sub-questions 
to substantiate the agreement with mainstreaming, it was 
found that attitudes for some of the responders were 
negative. Of the five sub-questions, three produced 
negative responses while only two produced responses 
that were deemed positive. Negative responses were 
obtained from the following sub-questions: (1) Should 
the number of regular students in your class decrease 
for each special needs student that you are now assigned?- 
78.5%, (2) Would you object to having more special needs 
students placed in your class?—40.4%, and (3) Would 
you object to having special needs students removed 
from your class?—50%. Positive responses were obtained 
from the following: (1) Do you enjoy teaching classes 
that include special needs students?—54.7%, and (2) Does 
the inclusion of special needs students in your class 
provide a challenge for you?—59.5%. 
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Speculation can be made in either direction for the 
noticeable deviation from a clear cut positive leaning on 
this question. 
Though Group C had more persons being neutral to 
mainstreaming, this same group of teachers had slightly 
more than half (57.1%) saying they enjoyed teaching classes 
with special needs students. This fact could support any 
argument that confusion existed among teachers in Group C. 
Response to this same question showed that Group B was 
again favorable or positive. There were 71.4% in Group B 
who said they enjoyed teaching classes with special needs 
students. The findings for Group A on this issue (35.7% 
responding yes and 35.7% responding no) can again be used 
in support of an argument for stating that confusion 
could be found among the sample. 
On decreasing the number of regular students for 
teach special needs students, all groups were overwhelmingly 
negative (A-78.5%, B-71.4%, and C-85.7%). The researcher 
had coded a "yes" response to be negative as teachers 
should be flexible in programming for the needs of all 
students in the class even though this may necessitate 
a change in teaching methods. Objections to having more 
special needs students placed in their classes would not 
be raised by Groups B and C (42.8% each) whichwas viewed 
as positive. Group A, on the other hand, would have 
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objections (57.1% of the responders) which was seen as 
negative. Fifty-seven point one percent (57.1%) of Group 
B responders were unsure (viewed as neutral) when querried 
about removing special needs students from their class 
whereas Group C had the same percentage (57.1%) only in 
the negative direction (they would not object to removal) . 
Group A's response was also negative on the question though 
the percentage was higher at 71.4%. Each of the groups 
felt that inclusion of special needs students in their 
classes provided the right amount of a challenge which 
was viewed as positive (B and C at 64.2% and A at 50%). 
In summary, when asked directly if they agreed with 
mainstreaming, the response overal1 was positive, however, 
responses given on some sub-questions or qualifiers 
sometimes suggested the opposite. There was no pattern 
to emerge showing any one group (A, B, or C) being more 
negative than the other though responses from Group B were 
more often positive on the major question and sub-questions 
regarding agreement with mainstreaming. The conclusion 
thus drawn by the researcher is that the regular classroom 
teacher attitudes of those sampled towards mainstreaming 
are positive or at least supportive though confusion is 
indicated in responses to the sub-questions asked. 
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Summary of Data from Research Question 2: Does the 
regular classroom teacher's involvement in the core 
evaluation process influence his/her attitude toward 
special needs students in the class? The researcher posed 
six questions in the survey to ascertain answers to this 
question. The questions were to determine the following: 
(1) if there was involvement in the Core Evaluation Team 
(CET) process, (2) the extent of involvement or preference 
for involvement, (3) teacher satisfaction with their 
involvement, and (4) was the teacher's attitude influenced 
by that involvement or lack of involvement. Table 4 
indicates the responses, frequencies and percentgages for 
the questions posed with the results listed by groups and 
total sample. In addition to ascertaining the frequency 
and percentage of responses for this question, the 
researcher sought to determine whether or not involvement 
in the Core Evaluation process influenced his/her attitude 
towards special needs students in the class. To accomplish 
this, crosstabulations were performed using the variables 
of the "involvement", "influence" and "attitude" categories 
(see section labeled analysis, pp. 41 “44, for complete 
explanation). 
Of the total group sampled, 71.4% or 30 respondents 
had been involved in the CET process prior to the special 
needs students' placement in his/her class. When asked 
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the extent of involvement (based on those 30 persons 
having responded to having been involved), 43.3% had made 
a referral and been directly involved with team members 
while 23.3% had made a referral only. Twelve (12) persons 
or 28.5% of the total number of responders had not been 
involved in the CET process. Using the twelve persons not 
involved in the CET process as a base, 33.3% would have 
preferred involvement, another 33.3% were unsure while 25% 
preferred no involvement. The question of preference for 
involvement was directed only toward those persons who 
had not been involved in the CET process. Again, in this 
study, persons not involved in the CET process numbered 
twelve. 
It is unclear as to why there was no involvement 
from the twelve persons as this point was not established 
by the instrument used. Speculation can only be made in 
any number of ways as to the lack of involvement. Some 
speculation could include the following: (1) that students 
were placed from another class and had already been 
evaluated, (2) that the teacher was just beginning in the 
Greenfield system, (3) that the teacher perceived a problem 
though the student had not been evaluated and the teacher 
made no referral, or (4) that the student had special 
needs but the needs were not perceived by the teacher. 
In reflection and after analyzing the data provided, the 
63 
researcher acknowledges that additional questions should 
have been employed relating to the mainstreaming process. 
is felt that such questions would have helped establish 
a broader, more complete picture of the mainstreaming 
process in the system surveyed and include but are not 
limited to the following: (1) Were the students that 
were core evaluated from another regular class setting?, 
(2) Did the special needs student(s) that you now have 
come from a segregated self-contained special class within 
the school?, (3) Did the special needs student(s) come 
from another type of educational setting?. Since it has 
already been stated that no determination was made as 
to handicapping conditions or their degree, basis for 
referral, ratio of students, etc. (p.4l)/ it would be 
prudent in future research for these points to be established 
along with information from the questions listed above. 
It can be noted that different issues may arise when 
dealing with special needs students who are placed from 
an EMR class as opposed to students from regular settings. 
It also may be necessary to determine the reason(s) 
motivating core evaluations. Are cored evaluations used 
to better meet the student (s) needs or as a vehicle for 
labeling and removing students that make the teacher s 
job slightly more difficult (this was a practice not un- 
heard of or uncommon in the past)? The results of the 
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research quetion of "involvement in the core evaluation 
process by the teachers" indicate that more searching 
questions are needed. 
The breakdown of the sample by groups showed that 
more people in Group C (92.8%) were involved in the CET 
process. Group A had 78.5% of its responders involved in 
the process while Group B had 42.8%. When asked the extent 
of involvement (based on those persons having responded to 
having been involved), more persons from each group were 
found to have made referrals and been directly involved 
with team members (A-36.3%, B-66.6%, and C-38.4%). Among 
those not involved in the CET process, Group B had more 
persons (37.5%) who would have preferred involvement. 
GroupC had only one person who had not been involved in the 
CET process and that person stated a preference for not 
being involved. Group A had one person (33.3%) who would 
have preferred involvement in the CET process. 
Influence on teacher attitude by involvement in the 
CET process generated a "no response" from 38% of the total 
sample. In similar fashion, 33.3% of the total sample 
stated that lack of involvement in the CET process did not 
influence their attitude. Involvement in the CET process 
did not influence the attitude for 35.7% of the responders 
in Groups B and C each while 42.8% of Group A responded 
in the same manner. Lack of involvement in the CET 
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process did not influence the teacher attitude for 35.7% 
of the responders in both Groups A and B as well as for 
29.5% of Group C. This response was seen as positive. 
In brief, the participation by the majority of the 
sample in the CET process as registered by responses to 
direct questions was positive. By being involved, it is 
assumed that they were more aware of conditions that were 
present, therefore more prepared to address them when the 
students entered their classes. On this overall question 
71.4% of the responses were positive with only 28.5% being 
negative. 
To determine if the relationships cited were 
evident regarding involvement in the Core Evaluation process 
and whether or not results obtained influenced attitude 
were chance results, crosstabulations were done. The 
crosstabulations for this research question entailed using 
the variables of "influence", and "involvement" by the 
variables of the "attitude" category (see analysis section, 
pp. 44-45) . The results of these crosstabulations showed 
a relationship between only a few of the variables that 
were statistically significant at or below the .04 level 
(see Tabes 5 and 6). The variables that showed statisti¬ 
cal significance were as follows: (1) extent of involve¬ 
ment crosstabulated with whether teachers enjoyed teaching 
classes with special needs students (Table 5), (2) whether 
■ 
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TABLE 5 
Relationship between teachers who enjoy teaching 
classes with special needs students X 
extent of involvement in the CET process* 
Extent of involvement Do you enjoy teaching class that 
in CET process include special needs students 
Yes No Unsure 
Made Referral 62.5 12.5 25.0 
Directly involved 
in CET process 72.2 5.6 22.2 
Not directly involved 
in CET process 00.0 75.0 25.0 
*X2 = 12.46, p .05 
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teachers were pleased with their involvement in the CET 
process crosstabbed with whether inclusion of special 
needs students in the class provided a challenge/ 
(3) whether teachers were pleased with their involvement 
in the CET process crosstabbed with whether utilization 
of auxiliary services made teaching responsibilities 
easier, and (4) whether teachers were pleased with their 
involvement in the CET process crosstabbed with whether 
a need was felt for In-Service courses to help accommodate 
special needs students in the class (2-4 found in Table 6). 
The relationships found in the crosstabulation 
mentioned above are explained below. In the case of 
extent of involvement by enjoy teaching special needs 
students, it was shown that persons who made referrals 
or were directly involved in the Core Evaluation were 
more likely to enjoy teaching classes with special needs 
students. Those persons who were not directly involved in 
the evaluations were shown to not enjoy teaching classes 
with special needs students. In the case of those persons 
making a referral, 62.2% indicated that they en.j.oyed 
teaching classes with special needs students. The per 
centage was found to be somewhat higher (72.2%) for 
persons who enjoyed teaching classes with special needs 
students and had been directly involved in the Core 
Evaluation process. The crosstabulation also showed that 
T
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B
L
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75.0% of the persons not directly involved in the CET 
process tended not to enjoy teaching classes with special 
needs students. These findings lead the researcher to 
conclude that by being more knowledgeable of student needs 
and by having direct involvement in the evaluation process, 
the likelihood improves that the teachers will have positive 
attitudes regarding the mainstreaming process. 
In the case of whether teachers were pleased with 
their involvement in the CET by inclusion of special needs 
students providing a challenge, it was found that persons 
who were pleased with their involvement in the CET felt 
that the inclusion of special needs students provided the 
right amoung of challenge to them (82.4%). Those teachers 
who were not pleased with their involvement in the CET 
felt that too much of a challenge was presented by in¬ 
cluding special needs students (100%). The crosstabula¬ 
tion also showed that persons who were unsure if they 
were pleased with their involvement were divided equally in 
feeling that the right amount of challenge and too much 
challenge was provided by including special needs students 
(50% respectively). 
The crosstabulation of whether teachers were 
pleased with their involvement in the CET by utilization 
of auxiliary services made it easier to meet teaching 
responsibilities showed that for the most part use of 
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auxiliary services was viewed in a positive manner 
regardless of the teachers being pleased or not with CET 
involvement. Persons who were pleased with their involve¬ 
ment uended to feel that the use of these services made 
teaching responsibility easier by a large margin of 90.5%. 
Still, 66.7% of the responders felt that they were not 
pleased with their involvement in the CET but that utiliza¬ 
tion of auxiliary services helped in meeting their 
teaching responsibilities. There was an equal number of 
persons (42.9%) that were unsure about being pleased with 
their CET involvement who felt either unsure or positive 
as to using auxiliary services in making their teaching 
responsibilities easier. Again, pleased or not with their 
involvement in the CET process, the teachers in this 
study for the most part felt that utilizing auxiliary 
services made it easier for them to meet their teaching 
responsibilities. 
Results of the crosstabulation of whether teachers 
were pleased with their involvement in the CET process by 
the expressed need for In-Service courses or programs 
tended to be more negative than the other crosstabulation 
results reported. Persons who were not pleased with their 
involvement in the CET overwhelmingly (100%) did not feel 
the need for In-Service courses. Sixty-five percent (65%) 
of the sample though pleased with the CET involvement 
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felt no need for In Service courses. Of the persons who 
were unsure regarding being pleased or displeased with 
their CET involvement, an equal percentage (42.9%) were 
found not feeling the need for In-Service and being unsure 
about the need. 
The results of the remaining crosstabulations for 
this research question are to follow. There was found to 
be no statistically significant relationship established 
when the "involvement" variable (Were you involved in the 
Core Evaluation process for each special needs student in 
your class prior to his/her placement?) was crosstabulated 
with the eleven "attitude" variables (the list of "attitude" 
variables can be found on p.44). Likewise, no statisti¬ 
cally significant relationship was found when the 
"influence" variable (Was your attitude towards special 
needs students influenced by your involvement in the CET 
process?) was crosstabulated with the same eleven "attitude" 
variables. With the exception of the crosstabulation of 
extent of involvement in the CET process with the ' attitude 
variable, Do you enjoy teaching classes that include 
special needs students? (see Table 5), there was no 
further significant relationship established among the 
remaining ten attitude variables and the extent of involve¬ 
ment variable. The crosstabulation using the variable. 
Were you pleased with your involvement in the CET process? 
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showed a statistically significant relationship to three 
of the eleven attitude variables as shown in Table 6. 
The remaining eight "attitude" variables were not shown 
to be statistically signficiant when crosstabulated with 
the question of whether the teachers were pleased with 
their involvement in the CET. 
In all, forty-four (44) crosstabulations were 
computed using fifteen variables for the research question, 
Does the regular classroom teacher's involvement in the 
core evaluation process influence his/her attitude toward 
special needs students in the class? It was found that 
only four of the crosstabulations computed produced 
results that showed statistically significant relation¬ 
ships regarding involvement in the CET process, the 
influence of that involvement and teacher attitudes. 
Summary of Data from Research Question 3: Does prior 
experience with special needs students influence teacher 
attitudes? To ascertain this information, two questions 
were posed (Have you ever had special needs students in 
your class? and Do you now have special needs students in 
your class?) to determine prior experience with special 
needs students by the teachers. As these two questions 
alone would not answer the research question at hand, 
other questions of the survey (i.e. Do you enjoy teaching 
classes that include special needs students?, Should the 
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number of regular students decrease for each special needs 
student?. Would you object to having more special needs 
students?. Would you object to having special needs 
students removed from your class?) that were used to 
answer research question one were again employed for 
analysis. Results are listed in Table 7 with responses, 
frequencies and percentages given by group breakdown and 
total sample. Again as with the research question one 
where survey questions eleven through seventeen were 
analyzed, some individual responses tended to be negative 
but were examined in conjunction with other major questions. 
Certain questions (i.e. 10, 13, 15, and 17) 
called for responders to explain answers given (i.e. Do 
you agree with the concept of mainstreaming?. Should the 
number of regular students decrease for each special 
needs student assigned?, Would you object to having more 
special needs students?). Responses given were in relation 
to the teacher's attitude toward mainstreaming. Responses 
that were considered positive and in support of main- 
streaming included but were not limited to the following: 
provides normal role models, it has the responsibility 
and capability to enhance positive self-image/self-concept, 
provides exposure to the differences in mankind to all, 
and provides a setting that allows one to enjoy working with 
special needs students. 
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Likewise, negative responses were determined when 
answers were anti-mainstreaming. Responses that were 
considered negative included but were not limited to the 
following: normal students are shortchanged, more 
attention is needed for the special needs students, time 
and energy are diverted from the normal students, more 
individualization is needed, and planning and preparation 
take more time. 
It was found that ninety-seven point six percent 
(97.6%) of the total sample had at some point previously 
had special needs students in their class while 95.2% 
indicated that they currently had special needs students. 
Those persons (2) who indicated not currently having or 
previously having had special needs students in their 
classes were found in Group C. Experience with special 
needs students either currently or prior to this survey 
was seen as positive by the researcher. It is felt that 
such experience makes teachers better able to (1) become 
more aware of and sensitive to needs and differences in 
others, (2) help all students reach their fullest potential, 
and (3) help "normal" students be more accepting and 
tolerant of differences in others. 
Results of the remaining questions produced re¬ 
sponses that tended to indicate either confusion on the 
part of the teachers sampled or feelings not clearly de 
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fined on the mainstreaming issue. It is unclear to the 
researcher which case is represented here. While slightly 
more than half of the sample (54.7%) indicated that they 
enjoyed teaching classes that included special needs 
students (which was viewed as positive), 50% of the sample 
indicated that they would not object to having special 
needs students removed from their class (which was viewed 
as being negative). The sample was then asked to explain 
their choice for the latter question to ascertain whether 
that choice could be seen as positive or negative to 
confirm the selected choice. It was found that slightly 
more than half of the sample (54.7%) gave no response 
while 14.2% of the comments were deemed negative and 
21.4% of the comments were deemed positive by the researcher. 
This conflict of responses helps to point out that con¬ 
fusion or uncertainty may have existed on the part of the 
teachers surveyed. Similar results of the responses of 
the total sample can be found within the individual groups 
(Groups A, B, and C) from this population. 
On the questions of whether the number of regular 
students should decrease for each special needs student 
and would the teachers object to having more special needs 
students placed in their class, the overall response was 
negative though with differing percentages. The former 
the overall sample was negative while 
showed that 78.5% of 
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the latter had a lower percentage at 40.4%. When asked 
to explain the yes response given which had been assigned 
a negative value, all responses were not seen as being 
risgative though most were in accord with the previous 
answer. Examples of some responses that were viewed 
as negative can be found on page 75 of this paper. 
The responses to these questions on prior 
experience are mixed at best which makes it difficult for 
a conclusion to be drawn on this research question. The 
responses further point out that uncertainty or confusion 
exists on the part of the teachers surveyed though at 
first examination the feeling represented is one of 
negativity. Though prior experience with special needs 
students was viewed as a plus at the beginning of this 
research effort, in light of the responses from this 
population, the researcher concedes that such experience 
can be either positive or negative based on individual 
experiences. 
To determine if relationships were evident per¬ 
taining to prior experience and teacher attitudes and 
to determine if the results obtained were chance results, 
crosstabulations were done. The crosstabulations for 
this research question entailed using the variables of the 
experience category by the variables of the attitude 
category (see analysis section of this paper, pp.41-44). 
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Through this process, a total of one hundred seventeen 
(117) tables were generated. Of these, it was found that 
there was a relationship between only eight of the 
variables that were statistically significant at or 
below the .05 level (see Table 8). The variables that 
showed statistical significance were as follows: 
(1) number of years teaching experience crosstabbed with 
how time was spent with students, (2) teaching experience 
crosstabbed with whether the teachers felt a need for 
In-Service courses to accommodate special needs students, 
(3) teaching experience crosstabbed with time spent with 
special needs students per day, (4) teaching experience 
crosstabbed with whether teachers felt the auxiliary 
service of a Social worker was available in their school, 
(5) number of years teaching experience with special needs 
students crosstabbed with whether teachers felt the 
auxiliary service of a Math Teacher was available solely 
because of special needs students in their class, 
(6) whether there were special needs students in the 
teacher's family crosstabbed with whether teachers felt 
that the auxiliary service of a Speech Therapist was 
available solely because of special needs students in their 
class, (7) whether teachers knew any special needs students 
in their neighborhood crosstabbed with whether teachers 
felt the auxiliary service of a Speech Therapist was 
79 
T
A
B
L
E
 
8 
(C
o
n
ti
n
u
e
d
) 
80 
81 
available in their school, and (8) whether teachers knew 
any special needs students in their neighborhood cross- 
tabbed with whether teachers felt the auxiliary service 
of a Reading Teacher was available solely because of 
special needs students in their class. 
The relationships found in the crosstabulations 
listed above can be seen in the results that are to 
follow. The crosstabulation of number of years teaching 
experience by how time was spent with students showed 
that teachers with less teaching experience (0-10 years) 
were more inclined to spend more time with their regular 
students while teachers with more teaching experience 
(10-30 years) were more inclined to spend equal time 
with all students. In the case of less teaching experience, 
the breakdown was as follows: 35.3% indicating they 
spent more time with special needs students, 58.5-s 
indicating more time was spent with regular students, and 
5. 9% indicating they spent equal amounts of time with all 
students. For those persons with ten or more years 
teaching experience, the breakdown was as follows: 27.3-e 
indicated they spent more time with special needs students, 
31.8% indicated they spent more time with regular 
students, and 40.9% indicated they spent equal time with 
all students. Optimally, the response of spending equal 
time with all students was the response looked for no 
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matter what the amount of teaching experience. It is 
the researcher's opinion that in so doing (spending equal 
time), no one group of students is neglected for the sake 
of another. 
In the case of number of years teaching experience 
crosstabbed with whether teachers felt a need for In- 
Service courses to accommodate special needs students, it 
was shown that more teachers with the lower amount of 
teaching experience (0-10 years) did feel a need for In- 
Service courses while teachers with higher amounts of 
experience were unsure as to needing In-Service courses. 
The breakdown of teachers with less teaching experience 
was as follows: 55.6% felt the need for In-Service courses, 
5.6% did not feel the need for In-Service, and 38.9% were 
unsure about needing In-Service courses. For those persons 
with ten or more years teaching experience, the breakdown 
was as follows: 15.0% felt the need for In-Service courses, 
15.0% did not feel the need for In-Service, and 70.0% were 
unsure as to whether they needed In-Service courses. 
The crosstabulation of number of years teaching 
experience with time spent with special needs students 
per day indicated that teachers with less experience 
(0-10 years) showed a somewhat more even distribution in 
selected choices from the allotted responses than those 
teachers with more teaching experience (10-30 years). 
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For teachers with the lower amount of experience, the 
breakdown by responses was as follows: 22.2% spent 0-45 
minutes with special needs students per day, 27.8% spent 
45-90 minutes, 5.6% spent 90-135 minutes, 27.8% spent 
135-180 minutes and 16.7% spent other amounts of time. For 
persons with the higher amount of experience, the breakdown 
was as follows: 41.2% spent 0-45 minutes per day with 
special needs students, 5.9% spent 45-90 minutes, 11.8% 
spent 90-135 minutes, 5.9% spent 135-180 minutes, 29.4% 
spent 180-225 minutes and 5.9% spent other amounts of time. 
For teachers with 0-10 years experience, the results of 
this crosstabulation are in keeping with the response to 
the question of how time was spent with students where 
they answered that more time was spent with regular students. 
Yet the results of this question provides a contradiction 
for those teachers with 10-30 years teaching experience. 
Here the more experienced teacher shows a higher percentage 
(41.2%) stating that they spend only 0-45 minutes per 
day with special needs students while previously the higher 
percentage of 40.9% denoted that they spent equal amounts 
of time with all students. This may be an indication 
that (a) the time distribution is misperceived by the 
teachers, (b) that they do not indeed spend equal time 
with all students, or (c) that the teachers do spend less 
time with the special needs students and more with regular 
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students. Again as with the question of how time is 
spent with students, the researcher is of the opinion that 
an equal time distribution would indicate that no one 
group is neglected for the sake of another and best 
serves all students concerned. 
The crosstabulation of number of years teaching 
experience with whether teachers felt the auxiliary 
service of a Social Worker was available in their school 
showed that teachers with the lower number years teaching 
experience felt this person was available while teachers 
with more experience did not. The breakdown for persons 
with 0-19 years was as follows: 70.0% indicated that a 
Social Worker was available while 30.0% indicated that 
this auxiliary service was not available. Of persons 
with 10-30 years experience, 63.6% felt that the auxiliary 
service of a Social Worker was not available while 36.4% 
felt this service was available. This indicated possible 
confusion on the part of the teachers in the system as to 
whether or not they.knew this service was available. An 
assumption can be made that those persons who were aware 
of this service being available had at some point made 
use of it or at least known of another teacher who had 
done so or vice versa. 
In the case of teaching experience with special 
needs students crosstabbed with whether the auxiliary 
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service of a Math Teacher was availble solely because of 
special needs students in their class, the response from 
both ranges of experience felt overwhelmingly that this 
service was not available on this basis. Those persons 
with 0-10 years experience indicated 100% that the service 
was not available while 83.8% of the teachers with 10-30 
years experience also felt that way and 16.7% felt the 
service was available solely because of special needs 
students in their class. 
The crosstabulation of whether teachers had special 
needs students in their family with whether teachers felt 
the auxiliary service of a Speech Therapist was available 
solely because of special needs students in their class 
showed that more persons with special needs students in 
their family felt that the service in question was available 
because of special needs students than did those persons 
without special needs students in their family. For those 
persons with a special needs family member, the breakdown 
was as follows: 83.3% felt a Speech Therapist was 
available because of students in their class, and 16.7% 
did not feel this person was available because of their 
students. For persons with no special needs family 
member, the breakdown showed that only 38.9% felt the 
Speech Therapist was available because of their students 
while 61.1% did not feel this to be the case. 
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Regardless of knowing special needs students in 
their neighborhood or not, the majority of the sample felt 
that the auxiliary service of a Speech Therapist was 
available in the school when these two variables were 
crosstabulated. Though the percentages differed, the 
results were high for each group. For those persons who 
knew special needs students in the neighborhood, 72.7% 
felt the Speech Therapist was available while 27.3% felt 
this person was not available. For those persons who did 
not know special needs students in their neighborhood, 
95.0% felt the service was available and 5.0% felt it was 
not. Again it is not known why teachers were not aware 
of the services available. It can be speculated that they 
perceived no need either on the part of the student or 
themselves for such utilization. 
The results of the crosstabulation of whether 
teachers knew special needs students in their neighborhood 
with whether teachers felt the auxiliary service of a 
Reading Teacher was available solely because of special 
needs students in their class showed this was not per¬ 
ceived to be the case. Persons who knew special needs 
students in their neighborhood responded in the following 
manner: 18.2% felt the Reading Teacher was available 
solely because of special needs students in their class 
and 81.8% felt this was not the case. Persons who did not 
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know special needs students in their neighborhood over¬ 
whelmingly (100%) responded that the Reading Teacher was 
not available solely because of special needs students in 
their class. This indicates that though teachers may have 
known that the service of a Reading Teacher was available, 
they did not feel this person was their solely because of 
their students. 
Only the crosstabulations that have been presented 
were found to have a statistical significanct at or below 
the .05 level for the research question of whether prior 
experience with special needs students influences teacher 
attitudes. Remaining crosstabulations that have not been 
presented can be assumed to mean that results obtained were 
chance results that provided no statistical significance. 
Summary of Data from Research Question 4; Is amount of time 
spent with special needs students a factor in the teacher's 
attitude? Results were obtained through three questions 
(i.e. (1) In the course of your daily routine, how is 
your time spent with your students? , (2) Of the amount of 
time you do spend with your special needs students in your 
class, do you feel that you spend _ [selection 
response of too much time, appropriate amount of time, 
or too little time completes the blank statement], and 
(3) On the average, how much time do you spend with special 
needs students per day?). As can be seen from the 
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questions listed above, the responses given would 
establish how teachers felt time was spent with their 
students, if the teachers felt the time spent with special 
needs students was too much, too little or appropriate, 
and would establish the teacher's perception of the 
average amount of time spent per day with their special 
needs students. Table 9 lists the responses, frequencies 
and percentages for these questions by total sample and 
group breakdown. 
When asked how time was spent with students in the 
class, the response equal amounts of time are spent with 
all students was viewed as being positive. Though equal 
amounts of time with all students could be construed as 
an unequal and/or unfair treatment, the researcher deemed 
this response to be positive in that no one group would 
be found to monopolize time. The responses of more time 
spent with either special needs students or regular 
students could indicate that one group of students was 
being neglected at the expense of the other group. There¬ 
fore, the selection of either response of more time is 
spent with special needs students or more time is spent 
with regular students was viewed as negative. 
Similarly, designations of positive and negative 
were assigned for the responses to the remaining questions 
for this research issue-. To the question pertaining to 
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TABLE'9 
Responses, Frequency and Percentages by Groups and Total 
Sample on Research Question 4 
Research Question 4: Is amount of time spent with special 
needs students a factor in the teacher's attitude? 
Responses Q. 18 Q. 19 Q. 25 
More time spent with 
special needs students 
More time spent with 
3 (21.4) 
regular students 
Equal amounts of time 
5 (35.7) 
with all students 
No response 
Too much time 
Appropriate amount 
6 (42.8) 
3 (21.4) 
2 (14.2) 
< of time 6 (42.8) 
Cl Too little time 5 (35.7) 
3 0-45 minutes 6 (42.8) 0 
u 45-90 minutes 1 ( 7. 1) 
o 90-135 minutes 1 (7. 1) 
135-180 minutes 2 (14.2) 
180-225 minutes 
Other 
2 (14.2) 
More time spent with 
special needs students 
More time spent with 
4 (28.5) 
regular students 
Equal amounts of time 
2 (14.2) 
with all students 6 (42.8) 
No response 2 (14.2) 1 (7.1) 2 (14.2) 
Too much time 1 (7.1) 
Appropriate amount 
of time 7 (50.0) 
Too little time 5 (35.7) 
CQ 0-45 minutes 2 (14.2) 
a 45-90 minutes 1 (7.1) 
a 90-135 minutes 2 (14.2) 
u 135-180 minutes 4 (28.5) 
180-225 minutes 2 (14.2) 
Other 1 (7.1) 
Q. 18 - In the course of your daily routine, how is your 
time spent with your students? 
Q. 19 - Of the amount of time you do spend with special 
needs students in your class, do you feel that you 
spend _. 
Q. 25 - On the average, how much time do you spend with 
special needs students per day? 
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Table 9 (Continued) 
Responses Q. 18 Q. 19 Q. 25 
More time spent with 
special needs students 5 (35.7) 
More time spent with 
regular students 3 (21.4) 
Equal amounts of time 
with all students 5 (35.7) 
u No response 1 (7.1) 2 (14.2) 3 (21.4) 
I'Too much time 1 (7.1) 
0 Appropriate amount 
o of time 10 (71.4) 
Too little time 1 (7.1) 
0-45 minutes 3 (21.4) 
45-90 minutes 4 (28.5) 
90-135 minutes 
135-180 minutes 
180-225 minutes 1 (7.1) 
Other 3 (21.4) 
More time spent with 
special needs students 
More time spent with 
12 (29.0) 
regular students 
Equal amounts of time 
10 (24.0) 
with all students 17 (40.0) 
No response 3 (7.0) 3 (7.0) 7 (17.0) 
Too much time 
Appropriate amount 
5 (12.0) 
of time 23 (55.0) 
Too little time 
0-45 minutes 
11 (26.0) 
11 (26.0) 
45-90 minutes 6 (14.0) 
90-135 minutes 3 (7.0) 
135-180 minutes 6 (14.0) 
180-225 minutes 5 (12.0) 
Other 4 (10.0) 
Q. 18 - In the course of your daily routine, how is your 
time spent with your students? 
Q. 19 - Of the amount of time you do spend with special 
needs students in your class, do you feel that you 
spend _. 
Q. 25 - On the average, how much time do you spend with 
special needs students per day? 
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amount of time spent with special needs students, the 
response, appropriate amount of time, was designated as 
positive while the choices of too much time and too little 
time were designated as negative. Again as with the 
preceeding question, too much time or too little time 
would indicate that one group of students was being favored 
(or neglected depending on one's point of view) over the 
other and thereby negative. As to the question relating 
to the average time per day spent with special needs 
students, time frame references were based on instructional 
periods being forty-five (45) minutes each. The responses 
of 90-135 minutes or 135-180 minutes were classed as being 
positive responses. The remaining response choices of 
0-45 minutes, 45-90 minutes, 180-225 minutes, or other 
were classed as being negative. It was felt that the 
latter responses exhibited either too little or too much 
time per day and would therefore fit into the negative 
category. 
It was found that less than half (40.0%) of the 
total sample responded in a positive manner (i.e. equal 
amounts of time are spent with all students) to the 
question of how time is spent with students. Though the 
negative responses (more time spent with regular and more 
time spent with special needs students) each had lower 
percentages (24.0% and 29.0% respectively) than the 
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positive response when listed separately, collectively 
they represent slightly more than half (53.0%) of the 
total sample. Results by groups produced findings similar 
to those of the total sample. Groups A and B each had 
42.8% of its responders spending equal amounts of time 
with all students while Group C had a lower percentage 
(35.7%) responding in the positive mode. As with the 
total sample, the negative responses showed results that 
were equal to or lower than the percentgage for the 
positive response when shown individually but not when 
taken collectively. Group A showed 21.4% spending more 
time with special needs students and 35.7% spending more 
time with regular students. Since both responses are 
negative* when combined, the result is 57.]% being the 
negative response while the positive response is only 
42.8%. Both Groups B and C showed similar results 
though percentages differ. Group B had 28.5% of its 
teachers spending more time with special needs students 
while 14.2% spent more time with regular students. The 
collective results of these two responses were equal to 
that of the positive response of spending equal time with 
all students—42.8%. The collective total of negative 
responses in Group C was found to be 57.1% while the 
positive response total was 35.7%. There were 35.7% of 
this group who spent more time with special needs students 
and 21.4% who spent more time with regular students. 
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At first glance, the results of this survey 
question would appear to be positive as the response, 
spends equal time with all students shows the larger 
percentage. However, as the remaining responses were both 
deemed negative, the collective percentage for negative 
responses was higher than that of the positive response 
for the total sample as well as the groups found therein. 
The conclusion therefore, is that the way time is spent 
with the students of the class affects the teacher's 
attitude in a negative manner. 
The question pertaining to the amount of time 
spent with special needs students shows that the time spent 
with these students was considered approrpiate (which was 
designated as a positive response) by 55.0% of the total 
sample. As with the preceeding question, the remaining 
two responses (too much time and too little time) were 
both designated as being negative. As such, these 
response percentages were combined to produce the total 
negative response percentage. The total sample showed 
that 12.0% responded that too much time was spent with 
special needs students and 26.0% responded that too little 
time was spent with these students for a total of 38.0-6. 
Group results were similar to that of the total sample. 
The breakdown for responses viewed as negative was as 
follows: (1) too much time—Group A—21.4%, Group B-- 
7.1%, and Group C— 7.1%; (2) too little time--Group A— 
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At first glance, the results of this survey 
question would appear to be positive as the response, 
spends equal time with all students shows the larger 
percentage. However, as the remaining responses were both 
deemed negative, the collective percentage for negative 
responses was higher than that of the positive response 
for the total sample as well as the groups found therein. 
The conclusion therefore, is that the way time is spent 
with the students of the class affects the teacher's 
attitude in a negative manner. 
The question pertaining to the amount of time 
spent with special needs students shows that the time spent 
with these students was considered approrpiate (which was 
designated as a positive response) by 55.0% of the total 
sample. As with the preceeding question, the remaining 
two responses (too much time and too little time) were 
both designated as being negative. As such, these 
response percentages were combined to produce the total 
negative response percentage. The total sample showed 
that 12.0% responded that too much time was spent with 
special needs students and 26.0% responded that too little 
time was spent with these students for a total of 38.0-s. 
Group results were similar to that of the total sample. 
The breakdown for responses viewed as negative was as 
follows: (1) too much time—Group A—21.4%, Group B-- 
7.1%, and Group C— 7.1%; (2) too little time--Group A— 
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35.7%; Group B—35.7%, and Group C—7.1%; and (3) combined 
percentage for the overall negative response--Group A-- 
57.1%, Group B 42.8%, and Group C—14.2%. The percentages 
of teachers responding in a positive manner (appropriate 
amount of time) were as follows: Group A—42.8%, Group 
B 50.0% and Group C--71.4%. Group A was the only group 
whose negative response was more than the positives. The 
results do show that for this question the sample of 
teachers felt that they spend an appropriate amount of 
time with their special needs students. 
Average time spent with special needs students 
per day was based on instructional periods being forty-five 
(45) minutes each. From the choices available, 90-135 
or 135-180 minutes were classed as positive responses. 
The remaining choices of 0-45 minutes, 45-90 minutes, 
180-225 minutes or other were classed as negative. As with 
the preceeding questions that answer if time is a factor 
in teacher attitude, the negative responses were collectively 
grouped to determine an overall negative percentage. 
Likewise, percentages for the two responses that were 
classed as positive were combined to obtain a collective 
positive response. It was found in the individual groups 
and for the total sample that the average time per day 
with special needs students was negative for the popula¬ 
tion sampled. Responses that were classed as positive 
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accounted for only 21% of the total sample while 62% of 
the total sample was found to have responded in a manner 
that was classed as being negative. The collective 
positive response percentage was reached by combining the 
7.0% of the sample that had selected 90-135 minutes and 
the 14.2% that had selected the 135-180 minutes. The 
collective negative response percentage was reached 
by combining the 26.0% of the sample that had selected 
0-45 minutes, 14.0% that chose 45-90 minutes, 12.0% that 
chose 180-225 minutes and 10.0% that chose the other 
response. , The findings for the individual groups was 
similar to those of the total sample. Group A had a 
combined percentage of 21.3% for the positive response 
with 7.1% chosing the 90-135 minutes response and 14.2% 
chosing the 135-180 minutes response. The negative 
response combined percentage was 64.1% with 42.8% 
selecting the 0-45 minutes choice, 7.1% selecting the 
45—90 minutes choice arid. 13—4.2% selecting the 190-225 
minutes choice. Group B produced results that were 
virtually evenly split between those responding in a 
positive manner and those responding in a negative manner. 
A mere tenth of a percentage point was the difference 
between the two and the combined positive response per¬ 
centage came out ahead. The combined positive response 
percentage of 42.7% was obtained using the 14.2% that 
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chose 90-135 minutes and 28.5% that chose 135-180 minutes. 
The combined negative response percentage of 42.6% was 
obtained using the 14.2% that chose 0-45 minutes, 7.1% 
that chose 45-90 minutes, 14.2% that chose 180-225 minutes 
and 7.1% that chose the response of other. Findings for 
GroupC showed that no one gave responses that were viewed 
as positive. The total combined percentage for responses 
that were classed as negative was 78.4%. Of that total, 
21.4% responded with 0—45 minutes, 28.5% responding with 
45-90 minutes, 7.1% responding with 180-225 minutes, and 
21.4% responding other. 
The conclusion, therefore, is that the amount of 
time spent with special needs students is a factor in 
teacher attitudes towards them. As two of the three survey 
questions produced results that were negative, the 
researcher concludes that of the teachers sampled, the 
factor of time spent with special needs students was a 
contributor to negative attitudes regarding mainstreaming. 
If teachers spend a small amount of time (0-90 minutes) 
or a large portion of time (180 minutes and up) with these 
students per day, they are more likely to have attitudes 
that are negative. 
To determine if relationships were evident with 
regard to the amount of time spent with special needs 
students being an influencing factor on teacher attitudes, 
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crosstabulations were done. The crosstabulations for 
this research question entailed using the variable of time 
from the attitude category with the variables of 
experience, resources, involvement and influence (see 
analysis section, pp.44-45). Through this process, a 
total of twenty-four (24) tables were generated. It was 
found in so doing, that, there were no statistically 
significant relationships established using the variables 
mentioned. The lack of formation of statistically 
significant relationships could then be interpreted to mean 
that the results and conclusions discussed earlier for 
this research question were merely chance results. 
Summary of Data from Research Question 5: Does availability 
of auxiliary services influence teacher attitudes toward 
special needs studehts? Information for this research 
question was obtained from four (4) questions from the 
survey instrument. Though only one question asks directly 
if use of auxiliary services makes it easier to meet the 
teaching responsibilities to the special needs students, 
two questions deal with services available. The first 
of these two questions asks about available services in 
the school while the second inquires as to whether those 
sevices are made available solely because of special needs 
students in their classes. The remaining question (do 
you feel the need for In-Service courses to help 
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accommodate special needs students in your class?) was 
to ascertain if help other than auxiliary services was 
called for in the opinion of the responders. 
The two questions pertaining to availability of 
auxiliary services shared the same list of choices for 
response selection. That list included the following: 
(1) Reading Teacher, (2) Math Teacher, (3) Resource Room 
Teacher, (4) Speech Therapist, (5) Physical Therapist, 
(6) Psychologist, (7) Social Worker and (8) the selection 
choice of "other" for which the responder would have to 
specify. Responses given indicated that all services 
listed on the questionnaire were viewed as being available. 
From the question regarding availability in the school, 
the teachers' choices (they were able to select more than 
one response) produced twenty-six (26) different combina¬ 
tions. For selections made regarding services the 
teachers felt were made available because of special needs 
students in their class, there were twenty-two (22) 
different response combinations (again teachers could 
select more than one response). It was noted in these 
combinations by the researcher that certain services were 
selected more than others in both instances (availability 
in the school system and availability because of special 
needs students in his/her class). Common among the 
selections most often made for the two questions were 
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Resource Room Teacher, Speech Therapist, Psychologist 
and Social Worker. The Reading Teacher was selected by 
most responders as being available in the school system. 
This choice was selected however by only a few persons 
as being available because of special needs students in 
an individual responder's class. 
To establish if relationships between the variables 
of the attitude category and the resource category 
variables were evident. The Pearson Product Moment 
Correlation statistical procedure was employed. The 
variables used were the eleven questions of the attitude 
category and the two questions of the resouce category 
(see analysis section, pp. 41-45). Table 10 represents 
these results. The findings show there were correlations 
that were statistically significant at or below the .01 
and the .05 levels. Those correlations are to follow. 
A relationship was shown as r=-.43, p < .01 for teachers 
who enjoy teaching classes with special needs students 
when auxiliary services were available in the school. 
In addition a relationship was shown to be r=-.38, p c.01 
if teachers enjoy teaching classes with special needs 
students when auxiliary services were available because 
of special needs students in their class. When auxiliary 
services were available because of special needs students 
in the class, the relationship was found to be r--.27, 
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TABLE 10 
Relationship between Availability of Auxiliary Services 
and Attitude Items 
Services Available Services Available 
Attitude Items in school because of special 
needs students in 
the class 
1. Agreement with concept 
of mainstreaming. -.24 -.27* 
2. Enjoy teaching class 
with special needs 
students -.43** -.38** 
3. Decrease number of 
regular students for 
each special needs 
students .14 . 18 
4. Object to more special 
needs students .20 .25* 
5. Object to removal of 
special needs students . 06 .04 
6. Daily, how time is 
spent with students .11 -.06 
7. Time spent with special 
needs students .13 -.08 
8. Does inclusion of special 
needs students present 
a challenge .28 .02 
9. Utilization of auxiliary 
services to make teaching 
responsibility easier - . 24 -.24 
10. Need for In-Service to 
help accommodate special 
needs students -.02 .07 
11. Average time per day with 
special needs students . 29* .13 
*P .05 
* *p .01 
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P < .05 for the question of whether teachers agree with 
the concept of mainstreaming. The relationship of 
£=-•25, p <.05 was established when auxiliary services 
are available because of special needs students in the 
class for teachers who object to having more special needs 
students placed in their class. The last statistically 
significant relationship of this correlation was found 
to be r=.29, p < .05 when auxiliary services were available 
for the question of average time spent per day with 
special needs students. 
When asked if the utilization of auxiliary 
services for special needs students made it easier to meet 
teaching responsibilities, 71.4% of the total population 
responded in a positive manner—that being yes. Response 
given by the groups was also positive on this question. 
Both Groups A and C had 64.2% of their teachers responding 
in this manner. Group B had the highest number and per¬ 
centage responding yes—85.7%. There was only 11.9% 
of the total sample who felt that utilization of auxiliary 
services did not make it easier to meet the teaching 
responsibilities to special needs students. In addition, 
11.9% of the total sample were unsure if using these 
services made their task easier. Table 11 shows these 
results. The conclusion drawn is that the use of the 
available auxiliary servides does affect teachers' 
TABLE 11 
Response, Frequency and Percentages by Groups and Total 
Sample on Research Question 5* 
Research Question 5: 
services influence 
needs students? 
Does availability 
teacher attitudes 
of auxiliary 
toward special 
Responses A. 23 Q. 24 
% Yes 9 (64.2) 1 (7.1) 
o <No 1 (7.1) 11 (78.5) 
o Unsure 4 (28.5) 2 (14.2) 
No response 
a Yes 12 (85.7) 7 (50.0) 
3 No 1 (7.1) 4 (28.5) 
0 CQ 
m Unsure 1 (7.1) 
° No response 1 (7.1) 2 (14.2) 
Yes 9 (64.2) 5 (35.7) 
§• No 3 (21.4) 6 (42.8) 
0 ounsure 1 (7.1) 1 (7.1) 
u No response 1 (7.1) 2 (14.2) 
Yes 30 (71.4) 13 (30.9) 
^ijNo 5 (11.9) 21 (50.0) 
"J o-Unsure 5 (11.9) 4 (9.5) 
o Ino response 2 (4.7) 4 (9.5) 
EH W 
Q. 
Q. 
Q. 
As more than one selection could be made by responder 
.t is necessary to note that services available for 
2.21 and Q.22 include reading teacher, math teacher, 
■esource room teacher, speech therapist, physical therapist, 
jsychologist, and social worker. Twenty-six (26) combina¬ 
tions were generated from responses to Q.21 and twenty- 
two (22) combinations were generated from the responses 
to Q.22. 
21 - Which auxiliary services are available to you in 
your school? 
22 - Which of the auxiliary services were made available 
solely because of special needs students in your class. 
23 - Does utilization of auxiliary services for the special 
needs students in your class make it easier for you to 
meet your teaching responsibilties? 
Do you feel the need for In-Service courses or programs 
that will help you accommodate special needs student;, 
in your class? 
Q. 24 
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a^*-itudes. It can be specualted that without auxiliary 
services, the teachers might feel that meeting the 
responsibilities to the special needs students was too 
difficult. 
On the issue of In-Service training to help 
accommodate special needs students, half (50%) of the 
responnders felt no need for In-Service courses or 
programs. This response was viewed as a negative attitude 
factor. The researcher feels that by taking In-Service 
courses, the teachers could (1) acquire more knowledge 
relating to various handicapping conditions and (2) 
acquire more methods and skills in programming for the 
needs of the students. By not seeing a need to take and 
not taking In-Service courses, the teachers can not in¬ 
crease the knowledge base from which they work. Still, 
30.9% of the total sample responded as feeling that In- 
Service courses would help in accommodating special needs 
students in their classes. This response was viewed as 
a positive factor in the attitude towards mainstreaming. 
Among the groups. Group B was the only one wherein more 
teachers (50%)chose the positive response (that In- 
Service would help the teacher in accommodating special 
needs students) . Only 28.5% of Group B chose the negative 
response. Group A had 78.5% of its teachers chosing the 
negative response with only 7.1% chosing the positive 
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response. The percentages for Group C were much closer 
though the teachers responding negatively had the slight 
edge (42.8% responded negatively while 35.7% responded 
positively--the difference being one person). Table 11 
represents these findings. 
The researcher feels that overall, the response 
to this research question was positive. The assumption 
was made that without availability and use of auxiliary 
services, the many response combinations generated could 
not have evolved. By using those available services, 
responsibilities for not only the special needs students 
but all students could better be met. 
In order to determine if evidence of relationships 
existed between attitude and availability of auxiliary 
services, crosstabulations were done. This entailed 
utilizing each of the response selections of the questions 
whether auxiliary services were available and whether 
these services were available because of special needs 
students in the class with the eleven variables of the 
attitude category (see analysis section, pp. 44-45). 
The results of the crosstabulations showed that there was 
a statistically significant relationship at the .01 to .05 
level for only a dozen of the variables. The breakdown 
of the variables that showed statistical significance 
were as follows: (1 and 2) available auxiliary services— 
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Reading Teacher and Resource Room Teacher with whether 
teachers enjoy teaching classes with special needs 
students, (3 and 4) available auxiliary services-Math 
Teacher and Reading Teacher with whether teachers object 
to having more special needs students placed in their 
class, (5) available auxiliary service--Psycholgoist with 
whether teachers object to removing special needs students 
from their class, (6) available auxiliary service— 
Resource Room Teacher with whether special needs students 
provide a challenge, (7 and 8) available auxiliary services- 
Math Teacher and Resource Room Teacher with whether 
utilization of auxiliary services help meet teaching 
responsibilities, and (9) available auxiliary service— 
Psychologist with whether teachers felt a need for In- 
Service courses to help accommodate special needs students. 
The results of these crosstabulations can be found in 
Table 12. In addition. Table 13 will show the results of 
crosstabulations that were statistically significant for 
the following variables: (1 and 2) available auxiliary 
services because of special needs students Resource 
Room Teacher and Social Worker with whether teachers enjoy 
teaching classes with special needs students, and (3) 
available auxiliary service because of special needs 
students—Resource Room Tacher with whether utilization 
of auxiliary services help meet teaching responsibilities. 
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As several of the attitude variables share common 
auxiliary service selections that were statistically 
significant, the results of these crosstabulations will 
be presented under headings for the auxiliary service. 
Reading Teacher. It was found that when the auxiliary 
service of a Reading Teacher is available, 62.5% of the 
teachers enjoy teaching classes with special needs students. 
For teachers not selecting the Reading Teacher as an 
available auxiliary service, 44.4% indicated they do not 
enjoy teaching classes with special needs students. 
For the attitude variable of whether teachers 
would object to more special needs students being placed 
in their class, 77.8% of the teachers who did not feel 
the Reading Teacher was available in the school would 
object to having more special needs students placed in 
their class. Of those who felt this service was available, 
41.9% would not object to having more special needs 
students in their class while only 32.3% would object. 
Math Teacher. The crosstabulation of an available Math 
Teacher with whether teachers would object to having more 
special needs students in their class showed that 54.5% 
of those not seeing this service being available would 
object to having more special needs students placed. 
the Math Teacher as an available Of those who saw 
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service, 33.3% would not object to having more students 
placed while 38.9% were unsure about having objections. 
Findings show that 82.6% of those who did not 
see the Math Teacher as being available felt that using 
auxiliary services made their teaching responsibilities 
easier. Sixty-eight point eight percent (68.6%) who saw 
the service of a Math Teacher as being available also felt 
that use of auxiliary services makes their teaching 
resonsibilities easier. 
Resource Room Teacher. Seventy point four percent (70.4%) 
of the teachers who responded that the Resource Room 
Teacher was an available auxiliary service indicated 
that they enjoyed teaching classes with special needs 
students. Forty-two point nine percent (41.9%) who did 
not feel this service was available also indicated that 
they did not enjoy teaching classes with special needs 
students. 
Results of the crosstabulation of this same 
auxiliary service with special needs students provide a 
challenge showed that both persons who indicated the 
service was available and those not feeling the Resource 
Room Teacher was available indicated with substantial 
percentages that the right amount of challenge was provided. 
The former had 84.2% stating the right amount of challenge 
was provided while the latter had 58.3% with the same 
response. 
no 
It was seen that 92.0% of the teachers who felt 
utilization of auxiliary services made their teaching 
responsibilities easier indicated that the Resource Room 
Teacher was an available service. Half of the teachers 
who did not indicate the Resource Room Teacher as being 
available in the school did feel however that use of 
auxiliary services made their responsibilities easier. 
The remainder of those not indicating the availability 
of the Resource Room Teacher were unsure as to whether 
use of services made their responsibilities easier 
(35.7%) or had selected the response that use of services 
did not make the job easier (14.3%). 
Psychologist. The crosstabulation of whether the service 
of a Psychologist was available with whether teachers 
would object to having special needs students removed 
from their class showed that 50% of those not seeing 
the availability of the service would not object to removal 
of special needs students. Only 33.3% of those not 
seeing the Psychologist being available would object. 
Forty-four point eight percent (44.8%) of those who saw 
the service as being available would not object to removal 
while 51.7% were unsure as to whether or not they would 
object. 
Of the persons who indicated that the service of 
a Psychologist was available in the school, 59.3^ 
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indicated feeling no need for In-Service courses to help 
accommodate special needs students while 40.7% indicated 
they felt the need for In-Service. Among those who 
indicated a Psychologist was not available/ 45.5% felt no 
need for In-Service, 18.2% did feel they needed In-Service 
courses, and 36.4% were unsure about needing In-Service. 
The statistically significant findings from the 
crosstabulations of the responses to which auxiliary 
services were available because of special needs students 
in the class with the attitude variables are to follow. 
Again, as attitude variables shared common auxiliary 
service selections, the results are being presented under 
headings for the auxiliary service. 
Resource Room Teacher. It was found that 87.5% of the 
teachers who indicated the Resource Room Tacher was 
available in the school enjoyed teaching classes with 
special needs students. The remainder of those saying 
the service was available (12.5%) were unsure if they 
enjoyed teaching classes with special needs students. 
Of the teachers who did not indicate that the service of 
the Resource Room Teacher was available, 36.0% indicated 
that they enjoyed teaching classes with special needs 
students, 36.0% were unsure, and 29-0% indicated they 
did not enjoy teaching classes with special needs students 
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From the responders who felt that the auxiliary 
service of a Resource Room Teacher was available because 
of special needs students in their class, all (100%) 
indicated that utilization of auxiliary services made 
their teaching responsibilities easier. Among those who 
did not indicate that the service was available because 
of special needs students in their class, 62.5% felt use 
of services made their responsibilities easier, 20.8% 
were unsure and 16.7% stated this was not the case. 
Social Worker. The crosstabulation of whether the 
auxiliary service of a Social Worker was available because 
of special needs students in the class with whether 
teachers enjoy teaching classes with special needs 
students showed that the teachers who indicated the 
service was available, 84.6% enjoyed teaching classes with 
special needs students. The remaining 15.4% of those 
who thought the service was available because of special 
needs students in their class were unsure if they enjoyed 
teaching classes with special needs students. It was 
found that 42.9% of the teachers who indicated the service 
of a Social Worker was not available because of special 
needs students in their class did enjoy teaching classes 
with special needs students. Of the remaining teachers 
who indicated that a Social Worker was not available 
because of special needs students in their class, 25.0% 
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indicated that they did not enjoy teaching classes with 
special needs students while 32.1% were unsure if they 
enjoyed teaching such classes. 
in all, one hundred seventy-six (176) cross¬ 
tabulations were computed using the response selections 
to the questions of which auxiliary services were avail¬ 
able in the school and which services were available 
because of special needs students in the class with the 
eleven attitude items. Twelve of these crosstabulations 
produced results that were found to be statistically 
significant at or below the .01 or .05 level as previously 
presented. There was found to be no statistically 
significant relationships among the remaining response 
selections and the eleven attitude items. The paucity of 
statistically significant relationships between the 
auxiliary services and the attitude items could be taken 
to indicate that results obtained to the research question 
of availability of auxiliary services influencing teacher 
attitudes may have been chance results. There was no 
central, clear cut agreement by the teachers as to which 
services were either available in the school in a general 
sense or available because of special needs students m 
the class. The researcher failed to establish, before the 
study was undertaken, which services were in place m 
the schools in order to have a base of comparison with the 
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responses of the teachers. It is speculated that the 
perceptions of the teachers varied greatly as to which 
services actually were or were not in the schools. 
Discussion 
Despite the small sample size and the population 
being drawn from one school system conclusions were 
drawn from the responses based on the frequencies and 
percentages. Positives and negatives were equated in the 
manner shown in Appendix G. Though there was not a 
selection choice of "no response" for any of the survey 
questions, persons did not respond in some cases. Those 
"no responses" were not described in the analysis of data. 
A few of the questions asked the responders to give their 
reason for response or to explain the responses selected. 
This was to ascertain if responders were selecting 
responses in a manner he/she felt the researcher was seeking. 
Examples of reasons given that were considered negative 
are as follows: normal students are shortchanged, time 
and energy are diverted from the normal students, planning 
and preparation take more time, more attention is needed 
for special needs students, and more individualization 
is needed for special needs students. Though the 
responses that were designated as negative may be true, 
these things (planning, preparation and individualization) 
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are necessary and applicable in relation to all students 
and not just the special needs students. When the over¬ 
whelming concern is the time factor relating to one 
group, the researcher then feels that this area is 
negative. More emphasis is felt to be needed in the 
type of programming for the students. Examples of re¬ 
sponses given that were deemed positive were as follows: 
provides an atmosphere where all persons benefit, provides 
best social and educational setting, provides exposure to 
the differences in mankind to all, has the capability and 
responsibility to enhance positive self-image/self-concept, 
and provides a setting that allows one to enjoy working 
with special needs students. 
Relationship between selected Demographic variables and 
the five Research Questions. The relationship between 
certain demographic variables and the five research 
questions was examined to determine if certain patterns 
had been established. Those variables were age, sex, 
educational background, current grade level taught, and 
overall teaching experience. 
Demographic Information. Of the total sample there were 
thirty-two (32) females and nine (9) males. Among this 
number twenty-two (22) persons were beyond the Bachelor 
Degree with fifteen (15) being female and seven (7) being 
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male. Proportionately, more males than females were 
beyond the Bachelor Degree (77.7% male to 46.8% female). 
Each group (male and female) had four persons with majors 
in other areas than education for the Bachelor Degree. 
Permanent teaching status was held for all but one male 
and all but four females. Grade levels taught at the 
time the data was gathered was as follows: Kindergarten— 
one male, five females; 1-3—one male, thirteen (13) 
females; 4-6—six males, ten females; and Ungraded—one 
male, four females. Teaching experience was found in 
each of the spans provided for selection though no male 
had less than five to ten years overall. The age factor 
showed responders in each span though no males were found 
in the ranges of 20-25, 50-55, or 60 and over. Each group 
had at least one male though A had 2 and B had six. 
Question 1. Persons who responded negatively to the 
survey questions posed for this research question tended 
to fall in Group A (8 or 61.5%) and be females having 
earned only the Bachelor degree. Teching experience did 
not prove to be a factor for this question. Grade level 
taught produced a fairly even distribution though slightly 
more persons were found teaching 4-6 (6 while four 
taught 1-3, two taught Kindergarten and one ungraded). 
Persons who responded positively to these survey 
questions tended to be between 25-40 years old with 5-10 
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years of overall teaching experience. They also tended 
to be beyond the Bachelor Degree and in Group B. Grade 
level showed most to be teaching 1-3 and 4-6 with an even 
ditribution between the two of six each. 
Positive responders accounted for 45.2% of the 
total sample for this question. Negative responders 
accounted for 30.9%. Persons who were neutral on this 
research question accounted for 23.8% of the population. 
Those persons responding neutrally tended to be between 
40-50 years of age, holders of only a Bachelor degree and 
mainly female. Teaching experience was evenly distributed 
among the range selections provided and responders were 
evenly distributed in grade levels taught (1-3 and 4-6) . 
Only one person taught Kindergarten. 
Question 2. As the majority of the sample has been 
involved in the CET process, the researcher looked at 
those persons who had not been involved. Non-involvement 
was viewed as being negative since without involvement in 
the CET process, the teacher is likely to be less prepared 
to meet the demands required for the special needs 
student. The results showed that ten of the twelve not 
involved were female with eight having earned only the 
Bachelor Degree. Grade level taught was fairly evenly 
distributed though five taught 4-6 and four taught 1-3. 
The remainder (3 persons) taught Kindergarten. Five of 
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the twelve were in the age range of 40-45 while three 
were between 25-30. The remaining four placed one person 
each at the low end of the age range (20-25) and the 
high age range (60 years or more) with one each at 35-40 
and 50-55. Group B had eight persons not involved in the 
CET process (66.6% of the total 12 not involved). 
Persons having responded as having been involved 
in the CET process tended to be in Group C (12 responders) , 
be beyond the Bachelor degree and have 5-10 years overall 
teaching experience. They also tended to be between ages 
25-40 with an almost even distribution teaching grades 
4-6 and 1-3 (11 and 10 respectively). 
Question 3. The overwhelming majority of the population 
responded in a positive manner to this question. However, 
eleven persons responses tended to be negative. These 
persons tended to be female with the educational back¬ 
ground being at the Bachelor Degree level. Age levels and 
teaching experience were evenly distributed and six of 
the eleven taught grades 4-6. Group B had no persons 
whose responses were deemed negative. Group A had six 
persons whose overall response was negative while five 
were in Group C. 
Question 4. The overall results of this question was 
negative. Those persons responding in this manner tended 
Bachelor degree and were found mainly in to have only a 
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Group C. Grade level taught was fairly evenly distributed 
in levels 1—3 and 4—6 though 1—3 had more negative 
responses. More persons were found in the 40-45 age 
range with an even distribution in the other ranges. 
Teaching experience showed more persons in the 5-10 year 
range again with an even distribution in the other ranges. 
Positive responders tended to be in Group B and 
were found teaching grade levels 4-6. An even distribu¬ 
tion occurred for age with more persons found having 
5-10 years teaching experience. The educational level 
showed more people as having only a Bachelor Degree though 
the remainder were found equally distributed in the other 
educational levels. 
Question 5. The factors for this research question proved 
positive in the teacher attitudes toward mainstreaming. 
The survey questions were weighted evenly with each other 
for each individual in the sample. Only two persons' 
combined responses proved negative and one proved neutral. 
In each case these three responders were females between 
50-60 years of age with a minimum of ten years overall 
teaching experience. Both negative responders held only a 
Bachelor Degree while the neutral responder held a 
Master's Degree. Grades taught were 1-3, 4-6, and 
Ungraded. Group C had a negative and neutral responder 
while A had the other negative. 
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There was one person who did not provide a response 
for age, sex and ethnic origin. For this reason, he/she 
was not described in the preceeding section under 
discussion for the research questions. He/she was however 
described in the section labeled analysis as overall 
results were given there. This person responded in the 
following manner to the research questions: question 1- 
negative; question 2-positive; question 3-positive; 
question 4-negative and question 5-positive. He/she was 
found to have the Bachelor Degree, teach grades 1-3 and 
have 10-15 years teaching experience. 
No responses. Though there was no selection choice for "no 
response", several persons did not respond to some 
questions. Though no reason is known for this lack of 
response, the question may not have been understood or the 
response may have been too revealing. For whatever 
speculation may occur, the fact remains that "no response 
was found. In most instances, there was little or no 
significance found in percentages where this occurred 
either for groups or the total sample. At other times 
however, the no response did produce a significant 
difference in percentages found. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to survey the 
attitudes of regular classroom teachers toward special 
needs students. The data was gathered through the Fitch 
Attitudinal Survey (FAS--see Appendix F). The FAS was 
developed by the researcher after having examined several 
attitudinal scales (Rucker-Gable Educational Programming 
Scale, Classroom Integration Inventory-Teacher Acceptance, 
Attitudes Toward Education Scale, and Attitudes Towards 
Disabled Persons Scale) and determined that they did not 
conform to the areas of the research effort being under¬ 
taken. The items of the FAS therefore purported to obtain 
answers to the five research questions posed by the 
researcher. Those questions were as follows: (1) Do the 
teachers surveyed agree with the concept and practice of 
mainstreaming?; (2) Does the regular classroom teacher s 
involvement in the Core Evaluation Team (CET) process 
influence his/her attitude toward special needs students 
in the class?; (3) Does prior experience with special 
needs students influence the teacher's attitude?; (4) Is 
the amount of time spent with special needs students a 
factor in the attitude?; and (5) Does availability of 
121 
122 
auxiliary services influence the attitude?. In addition 
to stating the purpose of the study and establishing the 
five research questions listed above. Chapter I did the 
following: (a) stated the problem to be examined--the 
need to examine the attitude of regular classroom teachers 
in whose classes special needs students are placed; 
(b) gave a brief review of the mainstreaming concept and 
its inception; (c) defined the terms used in this research 
and (d)provided the limiting factors involved. 
Chapter II presented a review of the literature 
relating to the concept of mainstreaming prior to this 
research effort. Though the review of the literature in no 
way purports to have examined all that has been written 
in the field of atypical children, it did attempt to 
provide a review that pertained directly to the "main¬ 
streaming" issue. While there have been numerous 
attitudinal studies relating to specific expectation- 
alities, a paucity of information addressing this subject 
without stigmatizing labels for exceptionalities was 
found by the researcher. It is hoped that this study 
removes labels and treats stigmatization through use of 
a more generic term—special needs students. As defined 
in Chapter I, special needs students refers to students 
who have been identified as having some difficulty in 
developing reading, speech and language, perceptual. 
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behavioral or motor skills through the Core Evlauation Team 
process. The term encompasses more than one specified 
exceptionality (i.e. Emotionally Disturbed, Visually 
Impaired, Deaf, etc.). 
Chapter II presented a description of the develop¬ 
ment of the questionnaire, the population and sample from 
which the responders were drawn, instrument used and means 
of collecting data. In Chapter IV, results of the question¬ 
naire were discussed in relation to the frequency of 
occurrence and percentage by group and total sample. In 
addition,, presentation was made relating to other statistical 
procedures employed, Pearson Product Correlation and 
Crosstabulations. Discussion was presented regarding the 
relationship between selected demographic variables (sex, 
age, grade level, and overall teaching experience) and 
the five research questions. 
This chapter will present the summary, conclusions, 
implications and recommendations for further research. 
Summary 
Students who would have once been seen as unfit 
or unable to profit from a public school education now 
find thesmelves in "least restrictive environment" settings. 
The use of the self-contained class was found to be the 
first step in providing a "least restrictive" type of 
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education for special needs students in the public schools. 
The development of classes in which special needs students 
were assigned was based on four major premises that were 
allegedly accepted by parents of special needs students 
and regular educators. Those premises were that: 
1 . Learning difficulties were endogenous in 
nature (Prouty, 1968). 
2. Learning difficulties were accurately 
identified and isolated through the use of 
standardized testing (Kirk, 1972). 
3. Remediation would occur more rapidly in 
homogeneous classroom settings (Reynolds, 
1971) . 
4. Labeling and categorizing learning difficulties 
would assist in delivery of services to 
exceptional children (Kirk, 1963) . 
Parent demands, court decisions, as well as state 
and federal legislation now dictate that other alternatives 
to segregated classes be utilized in educating special 
needs students (Hobsen vs Hanson, 1967; Diana vs State 
Board of Education, 1970; and Larry P. vs Riles, 1972; 
Bartley-Paly Act of 1972—commonly referred to as Chapter 
766 in Massachusetts and Public Law 94-142, The 
Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975--referred to as 
the Federal PL 94-152) . The current alternative is to 
place special needs students in.the mainstream of regular 
classrooms. This study maintains that the success of 
mainstreaming special needs students is dependent on the 
attitude of the regular classroom teacher where the student 
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is placed. This study further purported to determine if 
the attitude of the regular elementary teacher toward 
mainstreaming was positive or negative. The five research 
questions given at the beginning of this chapter were 
employed as the central focus for determining teacher 
attitudes toward special needs students. 
Conclusions 
Conclusions drawn from the research effort are as 
follows: 
(1) The attitude of regular classroom elementary 
teachers toward mainstreaming as measured by generalized 
questions proved positive among those sampled. Though the 
responses to direct generalized questions tended to be 
positive, subsequent sub-questions that were more specific 
(i.e. enjoyment in teaching classes that include special 
needs students, willingness to accept more special needs 
students, objection to removal of special needs students 
from the class, etc.) produced responses that tended 
toward being negative. 
(2) The regular classroom elementary teacher's 
attitude toward participation in the Core Evaluation Team 
process was concluded to be positive. It was found that 
the majority of the teachers (30 of the 42 responders) 
had been involved in the Core Evaluation Team process. 
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By being involved, it was assumed that teachers were more 
aware of conditions that were present for special needs 
students they were to teach, therefore more prepared to 
address those conditions when the students entered their 
classes. 
(3) The third research question asked if prior 
experience with special needs students influenced teacher 
attitudes. The responses to the questions proved difficult 
for a specific answer to be drawn. The responses did aid 
in pointing out that uncertainty or confusion existed on 
the part of the teachers surveyed as contrasted with 
definite positive or negative feelings. 
(4) This researcher found that time spent with 
special needs students can be a factor in the teacher's 
attitude towards them though perhaps not predictable. 
It was found that when extremes (i.e. as little as 0-90 
minutes or as much as 180 minutes or more) were the 
selected responses from the options available, teachers 
tended to be negative in their attitude toward the special 
needs students. Only in those cases where che selected 
response was that the teacher's time was balanced between 
special needs students and regular students (i.e. equal 
time spent with all students) was the teacher s attitude 
considered positive towards special needs students. 
(5) The final question of the research effort dealt 
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with the availability of auxiliary services and their 
influence on teacher attitudes toward special needs 
students. The researcher concludes that the response to 
the research question tended to be positive. The avail¬ 
ability and utilization of auxiliary services for special 
needs students was viewed as a positive factor in that 
the teacher was better able to meet the responsibilities 
for all students. 
From the demographic data, it was learned that 
persons responding negatively, in general, regarding the 
research questions were most frequently teaching 4-6 and 
had a minimum of 5-10 years teaching experience. Negative 
responders tended to be holders of only a Bachelor Degree 
and most often between the ages of 25-30 or 40-45. Though 
the number of males in the sample was small (nine males 
out of a sample size of forty-two), proportionately more 
males than females had done work above the Bachelor Degree 
The attitudes of the males on the whole were shown to be 
more positive than the female teachers. Similarly, 
females who were working beyond the Bachelor Degree 
showed more of a tendency to be positive toward mainstream 
ing than those below the Bachelor Degree. Figures that 
reflect these findings can be found in the section labeled 
"Discussion" in Chapter IV on pp. 114-115, broken down by 
research questions. Speculation can be made in general 
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that, teachers of the upper elementary grades (4-6) 
and negative attitudes (or were less than enthusiastic) 
regarding mainstreaming due to the inability of the 
student to conform with expected levels of performance 
for fourth, fifth and sixth graders. The inability to 
conform by the student(s) thereby fosters or creates the 
atmosphere for forming negative feelings or attitudes by 
the teacher. 
Implications of the Study 
Several implications arise as a result of this study. 
First, there is a need for more in-depth content of In- 
Service training programs for regular classroom teachers 
instructing "mainstreamed" students. Though a large 
percentage of the teachers in this study indicated that 
they did not need or want In-Service training, the 
researcher feels that based on responses given, a change 
in attitude from negative to positive in some areas is a 
must. All teachers should have a positive feeling about 
special needs students if mainstreaming is to succedd. 
In-Service courses should provide specific, in-depth 
information on the special needs population already 
identified in the system. Further, the In-Service training 
should be ongoing and not a one time offering as the 
student and teaching populations continue to change. 
Delivery of services should be a major focus on the 
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training but should not preclude identification or 
implementation of service plans. This study showed that 
most negative responders were teachers of the upper 
elementary grades (4-6) with several years teaching 
experience, therefore, focus for In-Service training should 
initially be geared to that population. 
Secondly, regular education Pre-Service training 
programs should include coureses in exceptionalities. 
These courses would provide a base knowledge for the 
prospective regular class teacher on dealing with all 
future students. Course content should include, but not 
be limited to, identification of special needs students, 
alternative approaches of instruction as well as 
differences in learning styles. As more special needs 
students are found in regular classes, better trained 
teachers is an imperative. 
Thirdly, school systems should examine the attitude 
of the teacher before placing any special needs student in 
the class. If the attitude is positive and accepting— 
placement should proceed. On the other hand, if the 
attitude is negative or questionable in any way, placement 
should not occur until a more positive change has taken 
place. Involvement in the evaluation or placement process 
by the teacher in question should be an integral step in 
best meeting the students needs as learned from this study. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 
During the process of completing the study, the 
researcher came to realize that questions and issues 
surfaced that had not been addressed in formulating the 
questionnaire. It is important for those concerns to be 
presented for consideration in future research. The 
scope of the issues cannot be limited to this research 
effort alone as the broad ranging implications are 
inherent to the success of the "mainstreaming" effort. 
As stated in closing the section labeled "Implica¬ 
tions of the Study", involvement in the evaluation or 
placement process is an integral step in best meeting the 
students needs. Though the majority of the teachers in 
this study were involved in the evaluation, there were 
twelve teachers who indicated that they were not involved 
in the Core Evaluation Team process. It is unclear as to 
why there was no involvement from the twelve persons as 
this point was not established with the instrument used. 
Speculation can only be made in any number of ways as 
to lack of involvement. Some specualation could include 
the following: (1) that students were placed from another 
class and had already been evaluated, (2) that the 
teacher was just beginning in the Greenfield system, 
(3) that the teacher perceived a problem though the 
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student had not been evaluated yet the teacher made no 
referral, or (4) that the student had special needs that 
were not perceived by the teacher. In reflection and 
after analyzing the data provided, the researcher 
acknowledges that additional questions should have been 
employedrelating to the mainstreaming process. It is felt 
that such questions would include, but not be limited 
to the following: (1)' Were the students that were core 
evaluated from another regular class setting other than 
the teachers in whose room they were assigned?, (2) Did 
the special needs student(s) that you now have come from 
a segregated self-contained special class within the 
school?, (3) Did the special needs student(s) come from 
another type of educational setting?. Since it has 
already been stated that no determination was made as to 
handicapping conditions or their degree, basis for referral, 
ratio of students, etc., (p.63), it would be prudent in 
future research for these points to be established along 
with information from the questions listed above. It can 
be noted that different issues may arise when dealing with 
special needs students who are placed from an EMR class 
as opposed to students from regular settings. There also 
may be the necessity to determine the reason(s) motivating 
core evaluations. Are core evaluations used to better 
meet the student(s) needs or as a vehicle for labeling 
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and removing students that make the teacher's job slightly 
more difficult (this was a practice not unheard of or 
uncommon in the past)? The results of the research 
question pertaining to involvement in the core evaluation 
process by the teachers surveyed indicate thatthis 
particular research issues alone might constitute the 
thrust of a single dissertation. Further study is 
appropriate as follows: 
1. A repetition of this same survey with a larger 
population to ascertain if results would be 
the same under controlled conditions with 
expanded numbers. 
2. Revision of this survey to include more targeted 
questions to determine degree of agreement 
or disagreement and deletion of those questions 
requiring responses which must be interpreted 
for intent. 
3. Use of same or revised survey but provide 
additional information regarding the purposes. 
Though mainstreaming does not solve all problems 
and can create problems in and of itself, it is an educa¬ 
tional reality and not likely to go away. Enacted federal 
legislation. Public Law 94-142, The Education for All 
Handicapped Act of 1975, mandates the occurrence of the 
mainstreaming practice. Mere placement of special needs 
students in a so-called "normal" class does not insure 
success. The attitude of the receiving teacher is a 
focal point for consideration. This study documents the 
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need for much greater concern for a positive attitude 
on the part of the receiving teacher toward the special 
needs child. 
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APPENDIX A 
FIELD TEST INSTRUMENT--COVER SHEET 
143 
D8 Cliffsi.de Apts. 
Sunderland, MA 01375 
April 27, 1981 
Dear Teacher: 
I am a graduate student at the University of Massachusetts at 
Amherst, Please assist in my pursuit of the doctoral degree by the 
field-testing of the survery instrument, Fitch Attitudinal Survey, 
that is attached to this letter. After you have completed the in¬ 
strument, please indicate the following: 
1) the amount of time that was required to complete 
the survey and if you felt that this was too much 
time; 
2) questions that you feel need to be added, if any; 
3) questions that you feel need to be deleted, if any; 
4) were directions and/or questions clear (please in¬ 
dicate which ones you refer to); 
5) would you have preferred that someone be present or 
available when the instrument was filled out in order 
to answer any questions you may have had; 
6) was the questionnaire acceptable to you or would you 
have preferred an interview format. 
It is not necessary to indicate your name as anonymity is 
guaranteed. Your help with this project is greatly appreciated. You 
will find a blank sheet attached to the survey for any comments that 
you have. Again, thank you for your help. 
Sincerely 
Christine L. Fitch 
CLF:rlw 
APPENDIX B 
FIELD TEST INSTRUMENT 
FITCH ATTITUDINAL SURVEY 
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I itch Attitudinal Survey 
Part I 
Demographic Information 
Directions; Please answer each of the following questions by checking 
the appropriate response or by providing the necessary information. 
What is your sex? Male Female 
2. What is your approximate age? 
_20-25 years _25-30 years 
_35-40 years _40-45 years 
_50-55 years _55-60 years 
3. What is your ethnic origin? 
_Afro-American _Caucasian 
_Other (please specify) 
30-35 years 
45-50 years 
60 years or over 
Hispanic 
4. Are there special needs students in your family? yes no 
5. Do you know any special needs students in your neighborhood? 
_yes _no 
6. What is your educational background? (Mark highest appropriate 
level.) 
_ Below Bachelors 
_Bachelors 
Between Bachelors and Masters 
_Masters 
Between Masters and CAGS (Certificate of Advanced Graduate Study) 
Beyond CAGS 
7. What is your Bachelor's degree major? _ 
b. If you have an advanced degree, what is your major? 
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10. 
When dLd you take your last I'n-^ervice or Special Education course? 
__Currently enrolled _b months ago 
_^ year ago 1-2 years ago 
_L'-5 years aS° _I've never taken one 
What was the course? (Give title and short description.) 
Probationary 
Permanent Substitute 
11. What is your teaching status? 
___ Permanent 
_Substitute 
_Other (Please specify) 
12. How many years teaching experience do you have? 
_0-1 year  1-5 years 5-10 years 
_10-15 years 
_25-30 years 
15-20 years 
30 years or more 
20-25 years 
13. How many of your years' teaching have been in the Commonwealth? 
_0-1 year _1-5 years _5-10 years 
_10-15 years _15-20 years _20-25 years 
25-30 years 30 years or more 
14. If any of your teaching experience was outside the Commonwealth, 
was mainstreaming practiced? 
yes no 
15. What grade level are you presently teaching? 
Kindergarten __Grades 1-3 
Combination (Please specify) 
unsure 
Grades 4-6 
Ungraded 
Special: Music, Art, Physical Education (Please specify) 
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lb. la what. ur‘\t(s) are you certified? 
_Elementary school teacher (K-b) 
-^Special subject teacher in elementary grades 
Other (Please specify) 
Not certified 
Part II 
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Directions: Please answer the following questions by checking the appro¬ 
priate response and by providing the necessary information where called 
for. 
The terms below are defined as they relate to this study. 
Special Needs Students — children who have been identified, through 
the Core Evaluation process, as having difficulty in the development of 
reading, speech and language, perceptual, behavioral, and/or motor 
skill(s) area(s). 
Mainstreaming - the placement of special needs students in the least 
restrictive environment, usually the regular classroom, with support 
service rendered when and where necessary. 
Core Evaluation - as described by P.L. 766, the process that evalu¬ 
ates the needs of students thought to have special needs that includes 
assessments of the child's current educational status; behavior abilities, 
readiness functioning and achievement; health; psychological status; and 
family. 
1. Have you ever had special needs students in your class? 
_yes _no 
2. Do you now have special needs students in your class? 
yes _no 
3. Were you involved in the Core Evaluation Team (CET) process for each 
special needs student in your class prior to his/her placement? 
yes _no 
% jf you answered yes to question 3, to what extent were you involved? 
Required participant/active 
Required.participant/passive 
Non-required participant/active 
Non-required participant/passive 
5. If you answered no to qestion 3, would you have preferred to have 
been involved? 
yes no unsure 
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o. 
7. 
Was your- attitude towards special needs students influenced bv 
involvement in the CET process? ' J 
_Yes _No Unsure 
Do you agree with the concept and practice of mainstreaming? 
_Strongly Agree _Agree 
_Neither agree nor disagree (Neutral) 
_Disagree  Strongly disagree 
Give your reason for response selected. 
your- 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
Would you like to teach or continue to teach classes that include 
special needs students? 
Yes No Unsure 
Did the number of regular students in your class decrease for each 
special needs student that you are now assigned? 
_Yes _No _Does not apply to me 
Would you object to having more special needs students placed in 
your class? 
_Yes _No _Unsure 
Would you object to having special needs students removed from your 
class? 
Yes _No _Unsure 
In the course of your daily routine, how is your time spent with 
your students? 
More time is spent with the special needs students 
More time is spent with the regular students 
Equal amounts of time are spent with all students 
13. Of the amount of time you do spend with special 
yout class, do you teel that you spend 
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needs students in 
Too much time 
Appropriate amount of time 
Too little time 
1A. Does the inclusion of special needs students in your class provide 
a challenge for you? 
Too much 
Right amount 
None 
lj. With the inclusion of special needs students in your class, who do 
you feel gets some benefit from this experience. 
_Myself 
Special needs students 
Regular students 
No one benefits 
All persons in the class benefit equally 
Other (Please specify.) 
16. If you responded in question 15 with the students benefitted, which 
of the following areas does that person benefit the most? 
_Academically 
_Socially 
_Both academically and socially 
Other (Please specify.) 
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17. Which auxiliary services are available to you in your school? 
(You may wish to mark more than one selection.) 
_Heading Teacher Math Teacher 
Resource Room Teacher Speech Therapist 
Physical Therapist Psychologist 
Social Worker Other (Please specify.) 
18. Which of the auxiliary services were made available solely because 
of special needs students in your class? (You may wish to mark 
more than one selection.) 
_Reading Teacher Math Teacher 
Resource Room Teacher 
Physical Therapist 
Social Worker 
Speech Therapist 
Psychologist 
Other (Please specify.) 
19. Does utilization of auxiliary services for the special needs 
students in your class make it easier for you to meet your teach¬ 
ing responsibilities? 
Yes No Unsure 
20. Do you feel the need for In-Service courses or programs that will 
help you accommodate special needs students in your class? 
21. 
_Yes _No _ 
On the average, how much time 
students per day? 
_0-45 minutes 
_90-135 minutes 
180-225 minutes 
Unsure 
do you spend with special needs 
_45-90 minutes 
_135-180 minutes 
Other (Please specify.) 
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School o \ l-.duc a t i on 
t/u»// // r/t//// y^- /^/JJ or//uAr/Ai 
/Y///tvKif/y fy/ ■ //t±Sf/r/n/Sr//± 
• />/i/trrJ/ //ft./ 
!>-M Cliffs ill,- Apts. , 
Sun I. r laud , MA 
May ., 1981 
Dr. Donald IS. Frizzle, Superintendent 
Amherst Public Schools 
Chestnut Street 
Amherst, MA 01002 
Dear Dr. Frizzle: 
My natm is Christine I.. Filch 
at the University of Massachusetts 
study is in Special Kducatiou with 
In-Service Teacher 'training. 
and 1 am a doctoral candidate 
at Amherst. My program of 
an emphasis in Pre-Service/ 
1 am desirous of conducting a survey within your school sys¬ 
tem cith the elementary regular classroom teachers. The survey 
will examine the elementary regular classroom teachers attitudes 
towuds the mainstreaming process. The results of the study will 
assist in more meaningful development' of Pre-Service/In-Service 
training programs for regular classroom teachers instructing special 
needs students. 
The results of the study will be made available to you or your 
designee to aid you in your planning for In-Service training in the 
future. In addition, the participants will not be identified by name 
or school but the results will be analyzed in relation to the entire 
school district. 
Thank you for your time in the consideration of this request. 
1 look forward to your reply. Should you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at uithei of the following numbers: 
(413) 6*> j-3432 (Home) 
(413) 772-0801 (9-3) 
Sincerely yours, 
Christine L. Fitch 
CLF:r1w 
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///!/ tyrSt/y <y^ • AAt/SSfty/toSf‘//S 
■ ///tAffS/ r /rt j 
School of K.ducat Lou 
D-8 cl i f f s ide pis . 
Sunderland, MA 
May •., 1981 
Dr. William R. Wright, Superintendent 
Greenfield School System 
64 North Street 
Greenfield, HA 01301 
Dear Dr. Wright: 
My n * i i.i' i Christine I.. Kit eh and l am a doctoral candi late 
at the University of Massnehusut l s at Amherst. My program ef 
study is in Special i. ducal ion with an emphasis in Pre—Servic if 
In-Service Teacher Training. 
I am desirous ol conducting a survey within your school sys¬ 
tem with tin elementary regular classroom teachers. The suwey 
will examine the olimentary regular classroom teachers attitudes 
towards the mainstreaming process. The results of the study will 
assist in more meaningful development of Pre-Service/In-Service 
training prop.rams for regular classroom teachers instructing special 
needs stud. nt s. 
The results of the study wi11 be made available to you or your 
designee t ' aid you in your planning for In-Service training in the 
future. In addition, the paiticipants will not be identified by name 
or school but the result s wi 11 b» analyzed in relation to the entire 
schooL district. 
Thank you for your Lime in the consideration of this request. 
1 look forward to your reply. Should you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at either of the following numbers: 
(413) Go3-J432 (Home) 
(413) 772-U301 (9-3) 
Sincerely yours, 
Christine L. Fitch 
CLT : r 1 w 
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• ////• f)f*w ■ fftr^ttSe//S 
//tz/vKif/y • r/ftSAft< /t//Jt//J 
School v> 1 education 
'•’“8 1.1 v f l s id« Apt s 
Suinl 'i-1 ai\»l, MA 
• lav 1981 
Dr. Richard Albano, Superintondont 
Northampton Schools 
380 lilm Street 
Northampton, MA 01060 
Dear Dr. Albano: 
My name is. Chrislim L. 1'itch and I am a doctoral candidate 
at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. My program of 
study is in Special education with an emphasis in Pre-Service/ 
In-Service lVac1ur Tiaining. 
1 am «h .si line. conducting a survey within your school sy 
tem with tin* elementary regular classroom teachers. 'Hie survey 
will examine the eU.military regular classroom teachers attitude* 
towards tin i ut i n.> l iv ami up, process. The results of the study wi . 1 
assist in moia m ai.i ij.fui development oi Pre-Service/In-Service 
training program* f» r regular classroom teachers instructing spcial 
needs student .. 
The results *1 'lie study will be made available to you or our 
designee to aid you in your planning for In-Service training in the 
future. In addit i .n, the participants will not be identified by name 
or school but the ri suits will be analyzed in relation to the entire 
school district . 
Thank you for your time in the consideration of this request. 
I look forward to your reply. Should you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at either of the following numbers: 
(413) 6().>-JA 32 Illume) 
(413) 7/3-050] (9-3) 
Sincerely yours, 
Christine L. Fitch 
CLT:ilw 
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School ot l.ducul i on 
0-8 Cliffsidc Apts., 
Sunderland, MA 
May 4, 1981 
Dr. John Deady 
Superintendent ol School 
195 State Street 
Springfield, MA 01103 
Dear Dr. Deady: 
My name is Christine 1.. Pitch and I am a doctoral candidate 
at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. My program of 
study is in Special Education with an emphasis in Pre-Service/ 
In-Service Teacher Training. 
1 am desirous of conducting a survey within your school sys¬ 
tem with the elementary regular classroom teachers. The survey 
will examine the elementary regular classroom teachers attitudes 
towards the mainstreaming process. The results of the study will 
assist in more meaningful development of Pre-Service/ln-Service 
training programs for regular classroom teachers instructing special 
needs students. 
The results of the study will be made available to you or your 
designee to aid you in your planning for In-Service training in the 
future. In addition, the participants will not be identified by name 
or school but the results will be analyzed in relation to the entire 
school district. 
Thank you for your time in the consideration of this request. 
I look forward to your reply. Should you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at either of the following numbers: 
(413) 665-3432 (home) 
(413) 772-0801 (9-5) 
Sincerely yours 
Christine L. Fitch 
01.F : r 1 w 
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( '/<>> /// /// #// u rr/ /// - Z/z/SSar/f uS/’Z/S 
/V/iSt<r/S//y ■ S'/ir/SA ar//uAr//A 
■ ///t/rrAZ f/ff.f 
b Cliffsido Apts., 
! muli-r laud , MA 
ay A, 1981 
Dr. Chris Crnmm.it icas, Superintendent 
West Springfield Schools 
26 Central Street 
West Springfield, MA 01089 
Dear Dr. Grammaticas: 
My name is Christine L. Fitch 
at the University of Massachusetts 
study is in Special education with 
In-Service Teacher draining. 
and I am a 
at Amherst, 
an emphasis 
octoral candidate 
My program of 
in Pre-Service/ 
I am desirous of conducting a survey with i your school sys¬ 
tem with the elementary regular classroom teacl is. The survey 
will examine the elementary regular classroom achers attitudes 
towards the mainstreaming process. The result of the study will 
assist in more meaningful development of Pre-Si vice/ln-Service 
training programs for regular classroom teachers instructing special 
needs students. 
The results of the study will be made available to you or your 
designee to aid you in your planning for In-Service training in the 
future. In addition, the participants will not be identified by name 
or school bui lh. results will be analyzed in relation to the entire 
schov1 district. 
Than! y»u tar your time in the consideration of this request. 
I look loiwaid to your reply. Should you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at either of the follov.-Lng numbers: 
(M3) 6o.fj-J'i32 (Home) 
(413) / 7 2-08U1 (9-3) 
Sincerely yours, 
Chiistine L. Fitch 
Cl.K : r 1 v 
158 
APPENDIX D 
RESPONSES FROM SCHOOL TO REQUEST 
159 
Greenfield Public Schools 
Greenfield, Massachusetts 01301 
Norman R. Hallowell 
Director of E/emrntdr} Education 
May M, 1981 
Christine L. Fitch 
D-8 Cliffside Apartments 
Sunderland, MA 01375 
Dear Ms Fitch: 
Your request to conduct a survey within our elementary schools 
has been forwarded to me for consideration. You have my permission to 
conduct such a survey under the conditions you outlined, however, partici¬ 
pation by any teacher is completely voluntary. 
A copy of your letter has been forwarded to the individual super¬ 
vising principals to alert them of my permission and to the fact you will 
be contacting them directly to obtain volunteers. The principals are: 
John Byron, Federal North & South Schools 
Joseph Ruscio, Four Corners and North Parish Schools 
Alfred Sommer, Green River, Newton and Davis St. Schools 
In each case, their offices are at the school first listed and their 
telephone is through the central office at 774-2362. 
I wish you success in your program. 
Sincerely yours. 
Norman R. Hallowell, Director 
of Elementary Education 
NRH/em 
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A 
School of Education 
Vtemrn&/t i/w/$£ /tftaAAarrf</As//A 
ffrSSstr/J</Ss’//S 
'^s/rnrfsrS/ fl/flv* 
D-8 Cliffside Apts. 
Sunderland, MA 01375 
June 8, 1981 
Dear Teacher: 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
The information gathered will be used in ascertaining regular class, 
elementary teachers attitudes toward mainstreaming. Your participa¬ 
tion is optional and no names are required. The results of the 
survey will be used strictly as a means of developing more meaning¬ 
ful pre-service and in-service teacher training programs. 
Again, thank you for your time and cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Christine L. Fitch 
ytX 
CLF/vsr 
APPENDIX F 
FITCH ATTITUDINAL SURVEY 
F HTH _ATT ITUU1NAL SURVEY 
Part J. 
Demographic lnformatimi 
Directions: Please answer each of the following questions by checking 
the appropriate response or by providing the necessary information. 
1. What is your sex?_Male _Female 
2. What is your approximate age? 
_20-25 years _25-30 years 
35-40 years _40-45 years 
_50-55 years _55-60 years 
3. What is your etnnic origin? 
_Afro-American _Caucasian 
_Other (Please specify) 
4. Are there special needs students in your family? 
5. Do you know any special needs students in your neighborhood? 
_ yes _no 
6. What is your educational background? (Mark highest appropriate level.) 
_Below Bachelors 
_Bachelors 
_Between Bachelors and Masters 
_Masters 
Between Masters and CAGS (Certificate of Advanced Graduate Study) 
30-35 years 
45-50 years 
60 years or ove 
Hispanic 
es no 
_Beyond CAGS 
7. What is your Bachelor's degree major? ____ 
8. When did you take your last In-Service or Special Education course? 
Currently enrolled _6 months ago 
_1 year ago _1-2 years ago 
2-5 years ago _I've never taken one 
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9. What was the course? (Give title and short description.) 
10. What is your teaching status? 
_Permanent _Probationary 
_Substitute _Permanent Substitute 
_Other (Please specify) 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
How many years teaching experience do you have? 
_0-1 years _1-5 years _5-10 years 
_10-15 years _15-20 years _20-25 years 
_25-30 years _ 30 years or more 
How much of your teaching has been with special needs students? 
_0-1 year _1-6 years _5-10 years 
_10-15 years _15-20 years _20-25 years 
_25-30 years _ 30 years or more 
What grade level are you presently teaching? 
_Kindergarten _Grades 1-3 _Grades 4-6 
_Combination (Please specify) _Ungraded 
_Special: Music, Art, Physical Education (Please specify) 
Did you previously teach another grade level where you had a special 
needs student in the class? 
_yes (Please indicate) _no 
Kindergarten_Grades 1-3 _Grades 4-6 
_Combination (please specify) _Ungraded 
Special: Music, Art, Physical Education (Please specify) 
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Part II 
Pirections: Please answer the following questions by checking the appropriate 
response and by providing the necessary information where called for. 
The terms below are defined as they relate to this study. 
Special Needs Students - children who have been identified, through 
the Core Evaluation process, as having difficulty in the development 
of reading, speech and language, perceptual, behavioral, and/or motor 
skill(s) area(s). 
Mainstreaminq - the placement of special needs students in the least 
restrictive environment, usually the regular classroom, with support 
service rendered when and where necessary. 
Core Evaluation - as described by P.L. 766, the process that evaluates 
the needs of students thought to have special needs that includes assess¬ 
ments of the child's current educational status; behavior abilities, 
readiness functioning and achievement; health, psychological status; and 
fami ly. 
1. Have you ever had special needs students in your class? 
_yes _no 
2. Do you now have special needs students in your class? 
_yes _ no 
3. Were you involved in the Core Evaluation Team (CET) process for each 
special needs student in your class prior to his/her placements? 
_yes _no 
4. If you answered yes to question 3, to what extent were you involved? 
_Made referral for evaluation. 
_Was directly involved following the referral with team members 
(Social Worker, Psychologist, Nurse, Parent, etc.). 
Was not directly involved with team members but attended as 
the special needs student has been assigned to my class for 
the next school year. 
5. Were you pleased with your involvement in the CET process? 
yes no _unsure 
6. If you answered no to question 3, would you have preferred to have been 
been involved? 
yes _no unsure 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
Was your attitude towards special needs students influenced by your 
involvement in the CET process? 
_ye$ _no _unsure _not applicable 
Was your attitude towards special needs students influenced by the 
lack of your involvement in the CET process? 
_yes _no _unsure _not applicable 
Oo you agree with the concept and practice of mainstreaming? 
_Strongly Agree _Agree 
_Neither agree nor disagree (Neutral) 
_Oisagree  Strongly disagree 
Give your reason for response selected. 
11. Oo you enjoy teaching classes that include special needs students? 
_yes _no _unsure 
12. Should the number of regular students in your class decrease for each 
special needs student that you are now assigned? 
_yes _no_unsure 
13. If you answered yes to question 12, please explain. 
14. Would you object to having more special needs students placed in 
your class? 
_yes_no _unsure 
15. If you answered yes to question 14, please explain. 
16. Would you object to having special needs students removed from your 
class? 
^es no unsure 
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17. Please explain your choice for question 16. 
18. In the course of your daily routine, how is your time spent with 
your students? 
_More time is spent with the special needs students 
_More time is spent with the regular students 
_Equal amounts of time are spent with all students 
19. Of the amount of time you do spend with special needs students in 
your class, do you feel that you spend 
_Too much time 
_Appropriate amount of time 
_Too little time 
20. Does the inclusion of special needs students in your class provide 
a challenge for you? 
_Too much 
_Right amount 
_none 
21. Which auxiliary services are available to you in your school? 
(You may wish to mark more than one selection.) 
_Reading Teacher _Math Teacher 
_Resource Room Teacher _Speech Therapist 
_Physical Therapist _Psychologist 
_Social Worker _Other (Please specify) 
22. Which of the auxiliary services were made available solely because 
of special needs students in your class? (You may wish to mark 
more than one selection.) 
_Reading Teacher _Math Teacher 
_Resource Room Teacher _Speech Therapist 
_Physical Therapist _Psychologist 
Social Worker _Other (Please specify) 
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23. Does utilization of auxiliary services for the special needs 
students in your class make it easier for you to meet your 
teaching responsibilities? 
_^es _no_unsure 
24. Do you feel the need for In-Service courses or programs that will 
help you accommodate special needs students in your class? 
_yes _no_unsure 
25. On the average, how much time do you spend with special needs 
students per day? 
_0-45 minutes _45-90 minutes 
_90-135 minutes _ 135-180 minutes 
_180-225 minutes _Other (Please specify) 
APPENDIX G 
RESPONSE CODE FOR DETERMINING POSITIVE 
AND NEGATIVES (FAS-II) 
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Response Code for Determining Positives and Negatives (FAS-II) 
P = Positive Attitude Factor N = Negative Attitude Factor 
Unsure = Neutral Attitude Factor 
Question 1 Question 9 
Yes = Positive A-Strong Agree/ 
No = Negative B-Agree = P 
C-Neither Agree/ 
Question 2 Disagree = Neutral 
D/E-Disagree/Strong 
Yes = P Disagree = Negative 
No = Neg 
Question 3 
Question 11 
Yes = P 
Yes = P No = Neg 
No = Neg U = Neutral 
Question 5 Question 12 
Yes = P Yes = Neg 
No = Neg No = P 
U = Nautral U = Neutral 
Question 6 Question 14 
Yes = P Ues - Neg 
No = Neg No = P 
U = Neutral U = Neitral 
No 
Question 7 
applicable 
Question 16 
Yes = P 
Yes = Negative No = Neg 
No = Positive U = Neutral 
U = Neutral 
Question 8 
Yes = Neg 
No = P 
U = Ntural 
Question 18 
A or B = Neg 
C = Positive 
Question 19 
A/C (Too much/ 
too little) = Neg 
B (Appropriate) 
= Positive 
Question 20 
A or C = Neg 
B = P 
Question 23 
Yes = P 
No = Neg 
U = Neutral 
Question 24 
Yes = P 
No = Neg 
U = Neutral 
Question 25 
A/B/E/F = Neg 
C/D = Positive 

